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IF YOU ARE KEEPING YOUR BACK COPIES 
OF THE TRAFFIC WORLD AND USING THEM 
AS A PERMANENT REFERENCE WORK IN 
CONNECTION WITH THE SEMI-ANNUAL IN- 
DEXES, LET US TELL YOU ABOUT OUR 
SPECIAL BINDERS AND OUR METHOD OF 


PERMANENTLY BINDING THE BACK NUM-° 


BERS. . 
THE TRAFFIC SERVICE BUREAU, 
418 South Market Street, 
Chicago, Il. 
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Accident; report on collision at Thur- 
Md.; p. 557. 
Accidents; I. 


mond, 
No. 56.; p. 
sion; 


hase. bulletin No. 9 issued by 
commission ; 
Advanced a Communication by B. 


Gilhan; p 


Advanced rates; expense of proposing 
(Washington letter); p. 839. 
Advertising A freight traffic develop- 


ment; 


Agents, Rae “Os of, issuing tariffs; p. 1229. 

Agricultural. implements; rates on agri- 
cultural implements and other com- 
modities between La Crosse:and other 
points and St, Paul and other points; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 793. 

Aldworth, H. 
method of 
and advancement of rates; p. 729. 

Allowance for materials in furnishing 
car (Legal Dept.); p. 1063. 

ai paper on water borne 


Andrews, F. 
traffic; p. 
Andrews, 8S. 


Anthracite Coal Case; see Coal; p. 436. 
Anthracite Coal; rates .to Chicago and 
other points; 
Anthracite coal case; petition for reopen- 
ing a 4914; 


p. 12 


Appliances in R. R. construction work; 
transportation of (Legal Dept.); p. 412. 

Argument; is time enough given by com- 
mission; p. 1035. 

Arkansas rates situation; communication 
y W. F. McKnight; p. 628. 

— rate situation; communication 

B. Biddle; p. 556. 

Areeié, Edward; president of freight 
claim association; p. ° 92. 

Arragon, Alan V.; article on railway mail 


pay; p. 1381. 


Asbestos sand: Philip Carey Mfg. Co. et 


al. vs. 
of I. 


C. C.; p. 855. 
a * fee in reparation case; Will- 
jam H. Mills, etc., vs. Lehigh Valley 
R. R. Co. et al.; see Supreme court 


p..29. . 

The Railway and the; 
address by T. C. Powell; p. 697. 

Automobiles and car shortage; p. 1221. 

Average agreement; cars held for orders 
ane FY soca of delivery (Legal Dept.,); 


Beckbanl decision; brief of chief counsel 
Folk resisting petition for Federal 
court injunction; p. 576. 

Baggage; sample baggage rule; Jewelers’ 

rotective Union et al. vs. Pennsyl- 
vania R. R. = et al.; see decisions of 


decisions; p 
Automobile, 


I. Cc. C.; p 


Baggage gio: rules and regulations 
bination checking of baggage on com- 
ination ot pee: see decisions of I. 


> DP. 


Bananas; Dave C. Overfelt vs. T. & P July tc December, 1914. ate fre ight, claim, association; p. 69. 
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Bill +4 ‘tiaih ng: , eee of goods to carrier Vol. 16. 34 I. C. C. 278 central A Ainetioa; pat pene all ib: 
without (Legal Dept.); p. 305. 37 1. oo 113 Cae “America; suggestions for ship- 


“reba shipment to point in state and 
ting 0 point outside (Legal Dept. a 


THE TRAFFIC WORLD 


ae) Cc. quarterly bulletin, 
Accidents; ant on Orient, Ohio, coll- 


FE; author of the Kenyon 
rag suggestions in support of bill; p. 
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Billing; shipments billed to intermediate 
points an mong to rtm destina- 

Boat ish eee 1; spit 3 conor 5 
oat line contro won ication of ‘ 
Pacifie Co. under Panama ciate 
relative to Sacramento Trepsoore 
€o.; see decisions of I, C. C.; p 

Boat line control; steamer lines on thi 
Chesapeake Bay aor a vers 
see decisions of I, C.; Pp. 

Boyle, George P.; pent on x read con- 
trol of private cars; p. 75. 

Boy’. George P.; answers critics-of his 
rs cle on control of private cars; p. 

Bran; S. F. Scattergood & Co. vs. Erie 
& Western Transportation oo. et al; 
see decisions of I. C. C.» p. 

Brinkman, L. J.; Discusses  evtdeliins 
presentation, and adjustment of freight 

een tnt tandi 
sbane, Arthur; plan for standing 
a Canal from Chicago to cont: Be 







DECISIONS OF I. Cc. C. IN THEY 
TRAFFIC WORLD, 


July to December, 1908. 
Vo.’ 2% 421L.C..a2.& 


to 
141. C, C, 619 


January to March, 1909. 
Vol. 2. 141. GC. Cy. 631 


to 
15 I. C, C. 577 


April to June, 1909, 
Vol. 3. 151°C. C. 584 


oO 
16 I. C. C.. 422 


July to December, 1909. 
Vol. 4 161. C. C. 424 


oO 
17 I. C. C. 388 


January to June, 1910, 
Vol. & 171. C. C. 251 


to 
-19 I. C. C. 102 


July to December, 1910. 
Vol. 6. 19 1.C. C. 25 


to 
201. ¢. Cc. 2 


January to June, 1911. 
Toa 4: 6c. C.. 3 


o 
211.C. Cc. 1 


July to December, 1911. 
Vol, 8 211. C. C. 183 


Oo 
22 I. C. €. 138 


January to June, 1912. 
Vol 9.. 221. C. C.-14 


oO 
24 1.°C, C. 192 


July to December, 1912. 
Vol. 10. 24 L.C. C. 179 


to 

9.1. C. C..349 
and 

20 I. C. C. 486 


January to June, 1913. 
Vol. 11. 251 C. C. 337 


to 
27 I. C. C. 343 


July to December, 1913. 
Vol. 12. 27 1. C. C. 302 


to 
28 I. Cc, C. 549 


January to June, 1914, 
Vor 13. ~ 28 1. . C. 563 


o 
30 I. C. C. 528 










p. 300. 
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Caen Rican et os 





J.; discussion of present 
investigation, suspension 










Broussard, Robert F.; wants to be mem- 
ber of Senate committee on interstate 
Commerce; p. 319. % 

Buckingham, George T.; address to Nz I. : 
T. L.; pp. sas gg 

Buckwalter, ge oe on industrial 
trucks in tT of Pennsylvania rail- 









road; p. 919. 

Building material, wooden; Yellow Pine . 
Sash, Door, and Blind Manufacturers’ 
Ass'n, et al. vs. Southern Ry.- et al.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 384. 

Business and politics; address of Gover- 
nor Philipp; p. 1161. 

Butter, packing of, for export; 304. 

Calkins, A. T.; paper on loss and damage = 
claims; p. 590. 

Canada; railway mileage; p. 665. : 

Canadian Grain Commandeered; p. 1147, 


1165. 

Canals, Saulte St. Marie; Commerce 
through them in June, "1915 (Short 
Haul Dept.); p. 592. 

se agri see sorghum; decisions of I. 
©. C.3 1003. 

Canned goes: trouble caused by I. and 
i order 685 in Mississippi valley; p. 







see Coal; p. 468. 











Pp. 1024; petition denied; 
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al.; see decisions 











Capitalization, control ta ours by 
ommissioner Clemen 
Car service, a he ip e, ott ‘ vender of 
Bigg oe “ douse ditorial 
ar s es (edito 
Car spotting decision sats 
Car surpluses and shortages; sta foment 
for. Ta y 1, D. 142: for Aug. 1, p.. 420; 
for Sept. . he 674; for : Ps p. 812; 
for Nov. 96; for Dec. P* 4299. : 
Cargo handling’ methods ant aatiaamies 
(Short~Haul Dept.); p 71. 
Carmack amendment; Na liability 
under (Legal Dept.); p. 1174, 
we er J. W.; chief examiner of L C. 
(Who's Wao: P 803. 
catas Rock §S rings. ‘Distilling Co. et al. 
vs. L. H. & St. L. et al.; see a decisions — 
of I. C. C.; p. 521. 
Cause one prevention committee report 
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chalrs: Eianaicgtion of; see decisions of ~ 





au rity (Legal Di Beet.) b 

Cheese: W. 3 Ca Gear a ws. 
& W Ry. Co. et al.; rates on ch aga 
esas - 3 points; see decisions o 

Chicago Tunnel Co.; ; description of its 
underground business; p. 587. 

Chinese export contract; p. 679. 

Cm: freight charges oe not priority 
in Ma, samaruptey proceedings (Legal 

Claim; relinquishment 
Dept. ); p. 547. 

Claim;e sufficiency of 
Dept.); p. 580. 
Claim prevention on Michigan 
(Short Haul Dept.); p. 1179. 
Claim; what constitutes notice of (Legal 
Dept.); p. 39. 

Claims; time within which to file (Legal 
Dept.) ; Pp. 1328. 

Claims; st pulation and waiver of time to 
file (Legal Dept.); p. 1213. 

Claims; manner of filing (Legal Dept.); 


Pp. 1063. 

Claims; waiver of time within which to 
file (Legal Dept.); p. 1009. 

Claims; statute runs against from date 
of delivery Legal; p. 1009. 

Claims; manner of filing (Legal Dept.); 
m 970. 

Claims: 
p. 306. 

Claims, shippers’; report of committee 
of ae Industrial Traffic League; 
p. 

Claims, O. 8S. & D., and prevention; by H. 
M. Conner; Pp. 815. 


Claims; prevention on the St. L. & S. F. 
(Short Haul Dept.); p. 631. 


Claims; prevention, presentation and ad- 
~~ discussed by L. J. Brinkman; 
p 

Claims on special docket; rules adopted 
by commission; p. 420. 

Clark, commissioner address to traffic 
league; pp. 645, 

Class; see aeaniaicaaks 
Iowa points; p. 8. 

Class; Lebanon Commercial Club vs. L. & 
N. et al. on rehearing; see decisions of 
I. C. C.; p. 404, 

Class and commodity; rates from Louis- 
ville and Cincinnati to Alexandria, Va.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1038. 
lass and commodity; Spartanburg 
Chamber of Commerce vs. Southern 
By, Se. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
dD. 

Class and commodity; Montrose and 
Delta Counties Freight Rate Ass’n vs. 
Denver &, Rio Grande R. R. Co. et 
o see decisions of I. C. C.; pp. 114 and 


notice (Legal 
(Legal 


Central 


notice 


manner of filing (Legal Dept.); 


class rates to 


an and commodity; see New Mexico 

rates; p. 

Classification; | see Official 
ratings; p. 37. 

Classification; report of N. I. 
mittee on unit basis; p. 1123. 

Classification, express; see express; p. 36. 

Classification ratings, unit basis; action 
of N. I. T. L.; p. 1054. 

Cleaning cars; charges for; complaint by 
Detroit packers; p. 418. 

eee a9 Re Marie speech at meet- 
ing of N R. C.; p. 

Soal; Alpha ‘portland Cement Co. vs. B. 
& O. R. R. Co. et al.; same vs. Penn- 
$e ae R. R. Co.; see decisions of I. 


C.7 
Coal: 


classification 


T. L. com- 


119. 

Geulbion of Federal court in Read- 
ing case; pv. 135. 

Soal; rates from Illinois mines to Omaha 
ona ee 4 points; see decisions of I. C. 

ys “ ‘ 

Soal; Reeves Coal Co. vs. Pere Marquette 
R. R. Co. et al.; see decisions of I. C. 
C.; p. 202. 

Coal; advances balance decreases (Wash- 
ington letter); p. 431. 

Coal; in re rates, practices, rules and 
regulations governing transportation of 
aay ge coal; see decisions of I. C. 

> BP 

_ Coal; rates from Oak Hills. Cal.; 
decisions of I. C. C.: p. 459. 

Coal: anthracite coal rates to Chicago 
and other points; see decisions of I. 

C.; p., 468. 

Coal and coke; bituminous coal and coke 
rates from mines and ovens tn Ala- 
bama,. Iiinois, Kentucky, and Tennes- 
see to Mississippi river crossings and 
various junction points in Tennessee, 
Mississippi. and Louisiana; see decis- 
fons of I. C. C.; p. 469, 


see 


Coal; in re rates, divisions, rules, regu- 
lations and practices gov trans- 
portation of railroad fuel 
eoal; see decisions of I. C. 

Coal; Plymouth Coal Co. vs. D. & W. 
c R. Co.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

Coal; 


traffic experiment ng earriers in 
Southeast under order in I 


. and 8. 569; 
p. 


Coal; Plymouth Coal Co. vs. Lehigh 
Valley; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 608. 
ng 2d aor Cc. & O. pier at Newport News; 


Coal: Plymouth Coal Co. vs. Lehigh Val- 
ley B R. Co.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 

Coal: allowances on anthracite coal 
Hauto and Nesquehoning, Pa.; 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 794. 

Coal; American Coal and Coke Co. vs. 
M. C., = R. Co.; see decisions of I. 

oe} 844. 

Coal ewitehing reparation cases at Chi- 
cago; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 896. 
Coal; Atlas Coal & Coke Co. vs. P. R. R. 
et al.; ; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. ny 

Coal; David Rutter & Co. vs. C. & N. 
et al.; ; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 987. 

Coal; decree of Federal court in Reading 
case; p. 963. 

Coal; rates on bituminous coal to Missis- 
sippi valley territory; Brownsville Cot- 
ton, Oil & Ice Co. vs. L. & N.; fourth 
section application 601, etc.; see decis- 
ions of I. C. C.; p. 1114. 

Coal; Elmore-Benjamin~Coal Co. et al. 
vs..C. & O. et al; see decisions of I. 
Cc. C.; p. 1157. 

Coal from Illinois mines; 
of I. C. C.; p. 1158. 

Coal, demurrage due to flood; Jewett, 
Bigelow and Brooks vs. C. H. & D. Ry. 
Co. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 


1199, 

Coal. lake cargo; ‘Sgr np asked to 
hold an investigation with view to pre- 
scribing relationship of rates; pp. 495, 
510, 606, 607, 719, 720, 758, 811, 929. 

Coal and coke: hearing on rates from 
Virginia to Chicago and middle west; 
p. 615; new tariffs filed, p. 1244. 

Cockrell, F. M.; former member of com- 
mission dies; p. 1243. 

Cocoanut oil; Peet Bros. Manufacturing 
Co. vs. Illinois Central R. R. Co. et al.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 203. 

Combination of state and interstate rates 
(Washington letter); p. 753. 

Commerce reports; pp. 87. 218, 592. 593, 
A95, 625, 620, 633, 636, 638. 665. 677... 710, 
781, 813. 817, 826. 984, 1058. 1185, 1232. 

Commodities: Greater Des Moines Com- 
mittee vs. M. & St. L. R. R: Co. et al.: 
see dectsions of I. C. C.: p. 1158. 

Commodities clause; not violated in 
Reading coal case; p. 135. 

Commodities clause; recommendation for 
changes by Attorney-general Gregory; 


p 1318 
Commodity; Edward Fisle vs. A. T. & S 
| Eg al.; see decisions of I.’ C. C.; p. 
5 swale see Willamette Valley rates; 


see decisions 


Dp. 

pA. see Des Moines commodity 
rates: p. 9. 

Commutation: see Southern commutation 
fares (I. C. decision): p. 

Company material; transportation of 
(Legal Dept.); p. 1328. 

Competition, cross-countrv; Nebraska 
State Commission vs. Tinion Pacific et 
al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 22. 


COMPLAINTS FILED WITH THE IN- 
TERSTATE COMMERCE COMMIS- 
SION. 

Acme Cement Plester Co.. 


East St. 
and Grand Rapids. Mich., 


Louis, Til.. 
Tile. No. 8297; 


vs. A. C. & Y. et al. 
p. 670. 

Phil I. Adam. New Orleans. La.. vs. Til. 
Cent. and Fernwood & Gulf. Lumber. 
No. 8482: np. 1216. 

Alliance Coal & Coke Co. et al., in the 
Walsenberg District of Colorado vs. 
Colo, & Southern Ry. et al. Coal. No. 
8289: p. 670. 

American Reet. Sugar Co. et al. vs. 
Senthern Pacific et al. Sugar. No. 
8351: p. 776. 

American Box Co., I.td.. New Orleans, 
vs. Morgan’s La. & Texas R. R. & 
Ss. pt Co. Box material. No. 8390; 
p. 

American Creosote Works. New Orleans, 
vs. Illincis- Central. Switching. No. 
8254; p. 5865, . 


_ Armour Grain Co., 


American Creosote Works, New Orleans, 

ie. vs. Morgan’s La. & Texas R. RK. 

8S. S. Co. et al. Lumber. No. 
Sues p. 141. 

American Cyanamid Co., Niagara Falls, 
Canada, vs, Central of Georgia R. R. 
Cyanamid. No. 8153; 256. 

American Enameled Brick & Tile Co., 
ae York, vs. Aberdeen’ & Rockfish 

. R. Co. et al. Brick. No. 8138; p. 


American Fork & Hoe Co. Cleve- 
land, Ohio, Union Fork i Hos Co., 
Columbus, and agra fiandle Co., 
Cleveland, vs. -St. 8. F. R. R. 
et al. Timber. io stro: p. 1216. 

American Refining Co., Okmulgee, Okla., 
and Amesville, La., vs. Texas & Pa- 
cific Ry. et al. Oil. No. 8220; p. 584. 

American Sand & Gravel Co. et al., Chi- 
cago, Ill, vs. C. & N. W. Ry. ‘et al. 
Sand and gravel. No. 8231; p. 584. 

American Tobacco Co., New York, vs. L. 
et al. Tobacco. No. 8371; p. 

Anchor Grain Co. et al. vs. C. St. P. M. 
& O. Coal. No. 8119, Sub. 36; p. 703. 

Aan Flour & Feed Co. vs. C. M: & 
St. P. et al. Coal. No. 8119, Sub. No. 

35; p. 703. 

Application under Panama ——_ Act 
by Oregon-Washington R. & Nav. 
Co, to retain ownership of ,& Fran- 
ae * Portland S. S. Co. No. 7065; 
p. . 

Arbuckle Bros. vs. Southern Pacific Co. 
Coffee. No. 7583, Sub. No. 27; 6. 583. 

Arbuckle Bros. vs. 8S. Ps: L. A. & S. 
L. R. R. Coffee. No. 7597, Sub. No. 
20; p. 583. 

Arbuckle Bros., New York City, vs. A. 
T. & S. F. Coffee. No. 7597, Sub. 
No. 21; p. 583. 

Argyle Mercantile Co. et al. vs. Great 
Northern, ‘Grain and grain products. 
No. 8119, Sub. No. 32; p. 703. 

Arizona Corporation Commission vs. 
Southern acific et al. Passenger 
fares. No. 8144; p. 256. 

Armour & Co., Chicago, 
Express Co. Meat. No. 8411; 973. 

Chicago, vs. fichi- 
gan — et al. Corn. No, 8462; 
p. 1176. 

Armstrong, NS C., Pocomoke City, Md., 
vs. N. Y. & N. et al. Mine props. 
No. 8305, Bate No. 1; p. 670. 

Astoria Box Co. ét al. ys. S. P. & 8. et 
al. Lumber. No. 8456; p. 1130. 

Astoria Chamber of Commerce and Port 
of Astoria vs. Spokane, Portland & 
—— Ry. et al. Lumber. No. ~~ 
p 

Atlanta, Ga., Freight Bureau vs. Atlanta’ 
& West Point R. R. et al. Sugar. No. 
8117; p. 141. 

Atlantic Lbr. Co., Boston, Mass., vs. 
Atlantic Coast Line et al. Lumber. 
No. 8288; p. 670. 

Atwood. R. P., & Co. vs. C. B, & Q..et 
al. Hay. No. 8161; p. 294. 

Bagdad Land & Lbr. Co., Chicago, IIL, 
and Milton, Fia., vs. New York Cen- 
tral et al. Locomotive tires, ete. No. 
8102; p. 43. 

Baldwin Elevator Co., Barry and Moor- 
head, Minn., vs. Great Northern Ry. 
Coal. No. 8118, Sub. No. 10; p. 413., 

Baldwin, Dwight M., Jr., vs. Northern 
Pacific et al. Goft coal. No. 8119, 
Sub. No. 6; p. 256. 

Baldwin, Dwight M., Jr., vs. Northern 
Pacific. Coal. No. 8118, Sub. No. 8; 


p. 413. ; 

Baldwin, Dwight M., Jr., vs. Great 
 sypteee te Coal. No. 8118, Sub. No. 
; D. . 

Bancroft, Joseph, & Sons Co. vs, N, Y. 
N. H. & H. R. R. et al. Cotton. piece 
goods. No, 8139; p. 205. 

Barrett Mfg. Co., New York, vs. Atchi- 
son et al. Tar and pitch. No. 8334;~ 
p. 738.- 

Beall & Co.. 


and Hodgon-Feenaughty 
Co. vs. S. P. & S. Ry. et al. Steam 
shovels. No. 8047, Sub. No. 1; p. 85. 

Beall & Co. and Hodgon-Feenaughty Co. 
vs. Gt. Nor. R. R. et al. Big ox 
shovels. No. 8047, Sub. No. 2; 85. 

Beaver Valley Milling Co., Des Moines, 
Ia., vs. a & St. P. R. R. Wheat. 
No. 8116; ut 

Beckman- Dawson Co., Chicago, Hl., 
Chicago Great Western R. R. et oe 
Shingles. No. 8485: p. 1216. 

Beckman Saw Mill Co., De Queen, Ark., 
vs. St. L. I. M. & 8. et al. Saw mili 
machinery. No. 8199; p. 499. 

Beebe & Runyan. Furn. Co.. Omaha, 
Neb., vs. C. B. & Q. R. R. et, al. 
Furniture. No. 8302; p, 670, 


vs. American 








ict 


> 





Feed Co} Butte, Mont., vs. Butte, 
Anaconda & Pacific et al. Grain. No. 
8209; p. 584. 

Bell-Rogers Produce Co., Birmingham, 
Ala., vs. Atlantic Coast Line R. R. et 
al. Oranges. No. 8362; p. 776 

Benton Harbor, Mich., Malleable Foun- 
dry Co. vs. C. C. C. & St. L. Ry. et 
Malleable castings. No. 8393; p. 






Berry Coal & Coke Co., Chicago, IIl., 
vs. Tonopah & Goldfield R. R. et al: 
Coke. No. 8113; p. 141. 

Berry Coal & Coke Co., Chicago, Ill, vs. 
Cc. ae & P. et al. Coal, No, $366; . 
Pp. 


Berry Coal & Coke Co., eons, vs. 
Tonopah & Goldfield R.’ R. et al. 
Coke. No, 8370; p. 810. 

Big Muddy Coal & Iron Co., St. Louis, 
Mo. vs. Illinois * central R. R. et al. 
Coal. No. 8472; p. 1176. 

Bird Island Roller Mills Co., mi Island, 
*Minn., vs. C. & & P. Coal. 
No. 8119, Sub. No. 17; 669. 

Bishop, Dexter L., Co., Meriden, Conn., 
















vs. N. H. & H, R. R. Ice. 
No. Maas 2; Mero 
Blodgett uit 3 * Co,, Janesville, Wis., 
vs. C. W. Flour. No. 8413; p. 


973. 

Bloxon, BE. A., Onley, Va., vs. N. Y. P. 
& N. et al. *Mine props. No. 8305, 
Sub. No. 7; p. 875. 

Board of Railroad a wees 3 of the 
State of Iowa vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry. et 
al.. Ocean-and-rail rates. “No. 8377; 


p. 4 

Board of Railroad Commissioners of the 
State of Iowa vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. 
Lake-and-rail rates. No. 8378; p. 810. 

Board of Railroad Commissioners of 
lowa vs. Ann Arbor et al. Class 
rates. No. 8477; p. 1177. 

Board of Trade of Chicago vs. C. & E. 
1 re R. Grain. No. 7938, Sub. No. 1; 

Board of Trade of Chicago vs. Ann Ar- 
bor et al. Grain. No. 8304; p. 670. 

Boldt, Charles. Co., Cincinnati, O., Vs. 
P. Cc. C. & St. L. et al. Glass bottles. 
‘No. 8434; p. 1067. 

Bon Marche, Seattle, Wash., vs. C. M. 
& St. P. Delivery wagon. No. 8198; 


p. 499. 

Bowie Lumber Co., Bowie, La., vs, M. 
L. & T. R. R. & S. S. Co. Rai d 
ties. No. 8108; p. 86. 

Bowman, S H., Lbr. Co., Winnebago, 
Minn., vs. C. & N. W. et al. Coal. 
No. 8119, Sub. No. 14; p. 669. 

Bowman, 8. H., Lumber Cé., Canton 
and Jefferson, S. D., and Wells, Minn., 
vs. C. M. & St. P. Coal. No. 8119,° 
Sub. No. 25; p. 669. 

Bowman, S. H., Lbr. Co., vs. C. &t. P. 
M. & O. et al. Coal. No. 8119, Sub. 
No. 38; p. 703. 

Brackett, E. L., Farmington, Minn., vs. 
C. M. & St. P. et al. Coal. No. 8119, 
Sub. No. 20; p. 669. 

Bradbury Marble Co, St. Louis, Mo., vs. 
L. & N. R. R. et al. Marble. No. 
8510; p. 1286. 

Brandon, L. T., Pottsville, Pa., vs. N. Y. 
Pp. & N. Mine props, etc. No. 8305, 
‘Sub. No. P 670. 

Brody Co., D Des Moines, Iowa, vs. 
Durtiam "Southern et al. Denims. No. 
8002, Sub. No. 3; p. 413. 

Brown, Geo. C., & Co., Memphis, Tenn., 
vs. Sou. Ry. Co. et al. Lumber. No. 
8487; ee te 

Brown, Harry, Brownsville, Pa., Neg 
Mi — a R. R. et al. Coal, No. 8261 


p. 585. 

Brunswick- Balke-Collender O. Chi- 
cago, vs. Toledo, Saginaw & Muske- 
gon Ry. ‘et al. Billiard tables and 
varnish. No. 8494; p. 1286. 

Burr, R. Hudson, et ‘al., R R. Commis- 
sioners of Florida, vs® Central of 
hag Ry. et al. Coal. No. 8364; 
P. 

Butte Wholesale Grocery Co. et al., 
Butte, vs. Butte, Annaconda & Pa- 
sg et al. Grocery. No. 8380; p. 


Byrd-Matthews Lumber Co. et al., 
Helen, Ga., vs. yore ong & North- 
yo aadad et al. Lumber. . 8196; p. 


Coltine Lumber Exchange vs. Ann Ar- 
bor et al. Lumber. No. 8329; p. 737. 

CadiMac Lumber Exchange, Cadillac, 
Mich., vs. Ann Arbor R. R, et al. Lum- 
ber. No, 8247; p. 585. 

as oe Milling Co. vs. M. & O. KR. R 
et al. Flour, No, 8168; p. 294, 


Beebe Grain Co, and the Story Flour & | 

























California Fruit Cannefs’ Assn., San 
Francisco, vs. Southern Pacific et al. 





Roy —— ae Antonio, Tex., vs. 
St. B. & M. R. R. et al. Vegetables. 
No. 8103: p. 43. 


Cannon Mfg. Co., Kannapolis, N. C., vs. 
Southern et al. Towels. No. 8458; 
p. 1130 

Carey, Clarence F., Spokane, Wash., vs. 
Northern Pacific et al. Cedar posts. 
No, 8395, Sub. No. 3; -p. 1329. 


Carlisle Commission Co., Kansas City, 
Mo., vs. C. B. & Q.- R. R. Baled hay. 
No. 8151; p. 256. - 


Carlson Bros. et al. vs. Great Northern 
et Fe Coal. No. 8119, Sub. No. 37; 
p. a 

Carriere, G. L., New Orleans, vs. An- 
gelina & Neches et al. Lumber and 
forest products. No. 8322; p. 704. 

Castner, Curran & Bullitt, Chicago, vs. 
Penna. €o. Coal. No. 8326; p. 704. 

Centennial School Supply Co., Denver, 
Colo., vs. Union Pacific et al. Fur- 
niture. No. 8312; p. 703. 

Central Foundry Co., Bessemer, Ala., vs. 
Southern Ry. et al. Cast iron pipes. 
No. 8521; p. 1330. 

Champion Fibre, Co., Hamilton, O., and 
Canton, N. C vs. Southern Ry. Sul- 
phur. ‘No. 8356; p. 776. 

Chattanooga, Tenn., Implement & Mfg. 
Co: vs. L. & N. R. R. et al. Pig 
iron. No. 8147; p. 256. 

Chattanooga Sewer Pipe & Fire Brick 
Co., Chattanooga. vs. a of 
Georgia. Tile. No. 8295; 670. 

Chattanooga Sewer Ag & rire Brick 
Co. vs. A. T. & F. et al. Wall 
coping. No. 8200; ” 499. 

Chattanooga, Tenn., Notas Pipe & Fire 
Brick Co. vs. Alabama Great South- 
bie et al. Fire brick. No, 8405; p. 

Chicago Creosoting Co., Terre Haute, 
Ind., vs. C. & BH. I. et al. Lumber 
No. 8420; p. 973. 

Chicago House Wrecking Co., Chicago, 
lil, vs. Illinois Central et al. Iron 
roofing. No. 8101; p. 43. 

Chicago, Ill, Housewrecking Co. vs. 
New York Central et al. Iron roofing. 
No. 8101, Sub. No. 1; p. 256. 

Chicago Portland Cement Co. et al., La 
Salle and Oglesby, Ill, vs. Illinois 
Central. Cement. No. ‘8453; p. 1067. 

Choctaw Lumber Co., Bismark, Okla., 
vs. Texas, Oklahoma & Eastern R. R. 

- et al. Lumber. Nob. 8164; p. 294. 

Choctaw Lumber Co., Bismarck, Okla., 
vs. Union Pacific et al. Lumber. No. 
8165, Sub. No. 1; p. 294. ; 

Choctaw Lumber Co., Bismarck and 
Broken Bow, Okla., vs. Tex.. Okla & 
Bastern et al. Lumber. No. 8531; 
Pp. 1330. 

Christianson & Matson et al. vs. M. St. 
2, & 8S. S. M. Coal. No. 8119, Sub. 

No. 34: p. 703. 
me hg Springfield, Tenn., et al. vs. L. 
No. 8273; p. 623. 

ony ys Springfield, Tenn., et al. vs. 
L. & Po R. R. et al. Tobacco. No. 
8439; 1067. 

City of "Springfield. Tenn,, and Charles 
E. Bell, Mayor thereof, et al. vs. L. 
& N. et al. C, & C. rates. No.. 8467; 


Clark, J. 8. H., Lumber Co., New York 
City. vs. S. A. L. et al, Lumber. 
No, 8175; p. 414. 

Coal Operators’ Traffic Bureau of St. 
Touis_ vs. ay By & Q. et al. Coal. 
No. 8263; p. 623. 

Coates ‘Bron. ‘Philadelphia, Pa., vs. Chi- 
cago, Burlington & Quiney R. R. et al. 
Wool in grease. No. 8229; p. 584. 

Coffeyville Mercantile Co. et al.. Coffey- 
ville, Kan., vs. A. T. & 8S. F. et al. 
Beans, canned goods, coffee, etc. No. 
8365; p. 810. 

Colorado Portland Gement Co. vs. C. M. 
& Oe P. et al. Machinery. No. 8133; 
Pp. i 

Condon Bros. et al., Rockford, Til., vs. C. 
& N. W. Rv. et al. Dried peas. No. 
8443; p. 1067. 

“oe Ind., Commercial Club vs. 
D. et al. Switching. No. 
8330; 737. 

‘Continental Coal Corporation, Chatta- 
nooga. Tenn.. vs. L. & N. R. R. Coal. 
No. 8106: pn. 86. 

Continental Paper Bag Co., New York, 
vs. L. & N. et al. Wrapping paper. 
No. $412; p. 973. 

David V. and Bert Cottrell, Terre Haute, 

Ind., vs. Chicago, Terre Haute & 








sarees: No. 7597, Sub. No. 23; Pp. 





“Emery, C. 


“Southeastern, Grain. No. a 


-Craine-Johnson Co. et al. vs. N 


hag ig Coal. No. 8119, Sub. No. 

Pp: 737. 

Crawford, James, El Paso, Tex., vs. 
<uuer & A ase Ry. Pine ties. ‘No. 


Crowe, F. T., & Co., Seattle, vs. Great 


Northern et al. Concrete spouting and 
hoppers. No. 8266; p. 623. 

Crown Williamette Paper Co., San Fran- 
cisco, vs. Southern Pacific et al. 
Wrapping paper. No. 8355; p. 776. 


-Crunden-Martin Mfg. Co., St. eee 


Mo., vs. Mo. Pac. et al. Note 
er and paper bags. 


2. 
Cudahy rack Co., Los Angeles, Cal., 
A. T. & S. F. Ry. Sheep. No, 
3188: p. 499. 

Cullman, Ala., 
Louisville & Nashville R. R. Cotton. 
No. 8392; p. 917. 

Culmers Poe Salt Lake City, Utah, vs. 
A. T. & S. F. et al. Petroleum prod- 
ucts. No 8278; p. 623. 

Curry, N. L., Grocery Co., Harrodsburg, 

~ Ky., vs. Southern et al. Sugar. No. 
8463; p. 1176. 

Cutler-Magner Co. et al. vs, Great 
Northern. Cement, etc. No. 8119, 
Sub. No. 3; p. 205. 

Cutler-Magner Co. vs. M. St. P. 8. 
s. Cement, etc. No. 8119, b. 
No. 4; p. 205. 

Cybur Lumber Co. et sal. vs. New Or- 
leans & Northwestern R. R. et al. 
Lumber. No. 8276; p. 670. 

Darby, W. W.. & Brown, Sellman and 

- Barnesville, Md., vs. B. & O. et al. 
Grain. No. 8336; p. 738. 

Davidson Grocery Co., Butte, Mont., et 
al. vs. Butte, Anaconda & Pacific et 
al. Canned goods. No. 8178; p. 414. 

Davis, Henry D., -Lumber Co., 
land, Ore., vs. Northern Pacific et al. 

Timber. ‘No. 8191; p. 499. 

Dean, S. J., Crary, N. D., vs. Oregon- 
Washin ton R. R, & Nav. Co. Apples. 
No. 8361; p. 776. 

Decatur, Ti, Brick Co, vs. Ahnapee 
es gs Ry. et al. Brick. No. with 
Pp. s 

Delaware Punch Co,, San Antonio, Tex., 
vs. G. H. & S. A. et al. Syrups. No. 
8455; p. 1130. . 

Dennis Bros. Lumber  Co., Rh eg 
Anne, Md., vs. N. Y. P. & N. R. R. 
et al. Mine props. No. 8305, Sub. 
No. 6; p. 810. 

Denver ve Stock Commission Co., for 
G. H. Church, Denver, vs. St. Louis, 
Rocky Mountain & Pacific et al. 
Calves. No. 8183; p. 499. 

Dermott Land & Lbr. Co. et al. Der- 
mott and Blissville, Ark., vs. St. L. 
I, M. & 8S. et al Lumber. No. 8431; 
p. 1067. 

Des Moines Gas Co. vs. C. B. & Q. R. 
R. Petroleum tar. No, 8123; p. 141. 

DES Lumber Co., Green Bay, Wis., 

_M. & St. P Ry. Logs. No, 
3360; p. 776. 

Donahue-Stratton Co., Mikwrenkees Wis., 
vs. C, M. & St. P. Ry. . Oats. No. 
8109; p. 86. 

Dougherty, P., Co., Baltimore, vs. B. 
& O. et al. Coal. No. 8298; Pe 670. 
Duke, John M., intervener in IL. C. C. 
Docket No. 8242. Sheep. No, 8242, 

Sub. No. 1; p. 917. 

Duluth (Minn.) Log Co. vs. M. St. BP. & 
er M. et al. Ties. No, 8450; p. 

Duluth, Minn., Log Co. vs. M. St. P. & 8. 
Ss. M. M. Ry. Poles. No. 8473; p. 1176. 

Dunleavy Packing Co., Pittsbu Pa., 
M3 velit eines, Co. Cattle and ‘hogs. 

oO. 

Du Pont, bh I., de eens Powder Co., 
Wilmington, Del., Phila. & Read- 
jas et al. Lead tanks: No. 8158} p. 


Du Pont, E. 1., de Nemours Powder Co.. 
Wilmington, Del., vs. Maine Central 
R. "6 et al. Box shooks. No. 8359; 
p. “ 

Eastern and Western Lumber Co. et 
al, Portland, Ore., vs. Ore.-Wash, R. 
R. & Nav. Co. et al. Lumber. No. 
8373; », 810. 


Edwards & Bradford Lobr. Co., Sioux 


City, Ia., vs.eAnn Arbor et al. Coal. 

No. 8327; 2 704, 

& Co., Newport, Vt., 
an e “Maine. Reparation. No. 
8325; 704. 

Empire Btate Pickling Co., Phelps, N. Y., 


vs. N. Y¥, C, “Sauerkraut, No. 8095; 


p. 42. 


Commercial Club’ vs. 
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Fairfield Glove & Mitten Co., Fairfield, 
Ia., vs. Atlantic Coast Line et al. Cot- 
ton piece goods. No. 8115; p. 141. 

Fairfield, lowa, Glove & Mitten Co. vs. 

Boston & Maine R. R. et al. Cotton 
Bless atta No. 8115, Sub. No. 1; 


Faison H., Co., Petersburg, Va., 
WW HE t* Line et al. Coal. 


No. 8332; SF ey» 
Farmers’ levator & Mercantile Co. . 
Wichita, Kan., vs. Mo. Pac. Ry. Co. 
et al. mee ‘No. 8376; p. 810. 
yg 34 Lumber Co., Omaha, Neb., vs. 
R.I. & P. et al. Cement and plaster. 
No. 8368; p. 810. 
Federal Elevator Co. et al. at Minnesota 
points vs. a Northern R. R. Grain, 








, Lumber Co., Hannah, N. D., 


vs. Great Northern Ry. Lumber. No. 
8350; p. 776. 
Forbes Mfg. Co., Hopkinsville, Ky., vs. 


Il. V. ac al. Iron wire cloth. No. 
8189; 499. 

Ford Mts. om" St. Louis, vs. C. C. C. 
so. . et al. Pitch. No, 8215; p. 


Freight Bureau of the Merchants’ and 
Manufacturers’ Assn., Birmingham, 

la., vs. A. B. & A. et al. Harness 
one leather dressing. No. 8344; p. 


Freight Bureau, Chamber “* Commerce, 
Macon, Ga., vs. Clyde 8. Co. et al. 
Beet or cane sugar. No. 3228; p. 584. 

Friedman & Hasson, Tuscaloosa, Ala., 
vs. Alabama Great Southern. Cotton’ 
No, 8402; p. 917. 

Fullerton- Powell Hardwood Lbr, ~. 
South Bend, Ind., vs. G..C. & 8S. 
Ry. et al. Lumber. No. 8134; p. 182 

Fullerton-Powell Hardwood Lobr. ms 
South Bend, Ind., vs. Cc. & £.L 
R. et Lumber. No.’ 8223; p. sat 

Gas & Electric Appliance Co., San Fran- 
cisco, Cal., vs. A. T. Bs 8. F. et al. 
Radiators. No. 8474; 1176. 

Glencoe Lime & Dement ‘Co., St. Louis, 


Mo., vs. Pacific Mail Steamship Co, et 
al. Plaster oe: No. 83841; p. 





Cottonseed oil. No, 8226: 

Goetz, John and Henry A., partners as 
Goetz Bros., New Albany, Ind., vs. 
Pennsylvania Co, and B. J. & E. 
Sand. No. 8193; p. 499. 

Good, O 8., Spokane, Wash., hue 

Good, Orin, &., Spokane, Wash., st. 

, No. 8503, Sub. No. 1; 


12 
Good, Orin 8., Spokane, Wash., vs. Gt. 


or. Ry. Lumber. No. 8395, Sub. 
No. 2; p. 1286. 

ws a | — & ee Getenats,..S ad, Rs 

et tton 

fabrics. No. 751703 p. 294, ae 


oe rage Co. et al., gy 
Okla., vs. O. & G. = , et al Cran- 
berries. No. 8397: p. 

Gould, James A., HRB 
Great Northern Ry. orn, No. 7939, 
Sub. No, 1; p. 583. 

Graff, L. G., & Co., Philadelphia, vs. 
Fennsylvania R. R. et al. Grain. No. 


1330. 

P Granby Arining & Smelting ig Hast St. 
Louis, Ill., vs. A. T. & 8. F. et al. 
Zinc ore. No. 8202; p. 549. 

Granite City Granite Co. and the Tiles- 
La vgs nay “ether: eso vs. 
orthern et a al. No. 8119, 

Sub. No. 41; p. 1012. 

Great Western Sand & Gravel e- South 
Beloit, Hi, vs. C. M. & P. Ry. 

. No. Sere 'p. 810. 

. Weston, Ill, vs. Toledo, 

ia & Western c.. al. Gasoline en- 

gines. No. 8311; 703. 
Gregory, 0. i Vinkour Co., Paris, Tex., 
mG. Ry. et al. Cider vine- 
gar: m4 $i40: Pp. 1067. 


vis, Minn., vs. 


Griffin, L., Co., Ogden, Utah, vs. 
Tiiinoie Central et al. Bananas. No. 
$316; p. 703. 

Griswold Seed Co.. Lincoln, Neb., vs. 
Colorado & Southern et al. Sweet 
clover seed. No. 8299; p. 670. 


Guthrie Mill & Elevator Co., Guthrie, 
Okla.. vs. C. R. I. & P. et al. Grain. 
No, 8236; p. 585. 

Higie: Bevel. Grocery Co., McAlester, vs. 
M. K. & T. et al. Insulated. refrig- 
erator one. No. 8233;_p. 5 

Haley-Neeley we Sioux the eee, vs. 
Cc. & Q. R. R. et al. Apples. No. 
8442; p. 1067. 


Fd 





















































Hallack & Howard Lbr. 


Denver, 
Colo., vs. Denver & Rio et 
* 282" mill machinery. No. 8424; p. 
supstipind Standish & Co., Parker, 


Webb & Co., Sullivan Packing Co, wae 
Newton Beef Co., Detroit, Mich., 
Michigan Central et al, Live 
cars. No. 8181; p. 414. 
Hanford Produce Co., Sioux e268; _ vs. 
B. & O. et al. Ice. No. 8265; p. 623. 
Hanna Mfg. Co. vs. B. & A. R: P* Cot 
Le a goods, No. 8097, Sub. No. 


> DP. 
inna Mfg. Co., Oskaloosa, Ia., vs. Sou. 
Ry. Co. et al: Cotton piece goods. 
No, 8097; p. 42. 
Harbach’s, O. L., Sons Co, et al., Des 
Moines, Ia., vs. Sou. Ry. et al. Cot- 
ton we goods. No. 8002, Sub. No. 


42, 
George W., Piqua, O., vs. C. 
I. & L. et al. Logs. No. 8256; p. 
623. < 
and A. 


Haugh, A. T., J. Keating, as- 
signees for "Blue Grass Lumber gag 
Inc., vs. Oregon-Washington R. & 
ie? Co. et al. Lumber. No. 340: 

738. 

caweers Oil Co., Waterloo, Ia., vs, C. 

G. W. et al. Petroleum. No. 8145; Pp. 


256. 
Hawkeye Oil Co., Waterloo, Ia., vs. Mis- 
souri Pacific et al. Gasoline and pe- 


2; p. 
Hartzell, 


troleum oil. No. 8328; p. 
Healy & Towle, Wausau, Ray Cc. & N. 
Ww. et Bg Horses. No, 8465; p. 1176. 
Heend, E., Clinton, Ia., vs. C. & N. W. 
Ry. Rags. No. 8398; p 917. 
Henderson, Wm., New Orleans, La., vs. 


Franklin & Abbeville R. R. et al. 
Molasses. No. 8400; pv. 917. 

Hennepin Mill Co., Minneapolis, vs. C. 
R. I. & P. Flour. No. 8476, Sub. 

No. 4¢ p. 1177. 

Herrick Refrigerator & Cold Storage 
Co., Waterloo, Ia., vs. C. G. W. et al. 
Refvigeruters. Lamb 5 = ‘Cincinnati, 

Heyser, ‘ umber nc 

. . St. L. S. W. et t al. Lumber. 
No. 8160; p. 256. 

Hill. B. P:, Grain Co., Freeport, IIL, 
Illinois Central et ai. Corn. No. $466: 


p. 1176. 

Hill Produce Co., Nashville, Tenn., vs. 
N. Cc. & St. L. et al. Poultry. No. 
8444; p. 1067. ; 

Hillerich, J. F.. & Son Co., Louisville, 
vs. Illinois Central. Baseball bats. 
No. 8261; p. 623. « 

Himmelberger- Harrison Lbr. Co., Py 
Girardeau, Moi, vs. — L LM & 
S. Lumber. No. 8348; p. 776. 

Hodges, R. R., Toxey, ‘Ala. vs. A. T. & 
N. et al. Lumber. No. 8415; p 973. 

Hoover Grain Co., . Duluth, ar ag vs. 
Great Northern Ry. et rs rain. No. 
8119, Sub. aa 15: p. 669 

Howell, Ww. , Hillrose, Colo., vs. C. B. 
& Q. et mE 2g Live stock. No. 8248; p. 
585 


Hudson Motor Car Co., Detroit, vs. 
Michigan Central et al. ' Motor cars. 
No, 8314; p. 703. ‘ 

Hunt, Frank W., & Co., Island Falls, 
Me.. and Boston, Mass., vs. A. Bull 
S. 8S. Co., and Bang ‘or & Aroostook 

No. 3130: p. 142. 

Huron Portland Cement Co., Alpena, 
Mich., vs. Detroit & Mackinac et al. 

No. 8321; p. 704. 

Hutchinson, Kan., Traffic Bureau vs. 
Atchison et al. Commodity rates. No. 
8271; p. 623 

Kan., 


Hutchinson, 

Cc R. I. & P. et al. 
No. 8272; p. 623. : 
Illinois Steel Co., South Chicago and 


Gary, Ind., vs. C. & N. W. Ry. et al. 
Ganister rock. No. 8150; p. 2656. 


Traffic Bureau vs. 
Unjust rates. 


Imperial DS cag ll Bs & Cotton Co., El 
entro, Cal., G. Cc. & 8S. F. et al. 
Cotton. No. $394; p. 917. 


Independent Co-operative Lbr. Co., Lake 
Charles, La., vs. Aberdeen & South- 
ern Ry. Lumber. No. 8498; p. 1286. 

Indian Refining Co., Inc., Lawrence- 
ville, Tll., and New York City. vs. Sou, 
Pac. Co: Reparation. No. 7597, Sub. 
No. 25; p. 1286. 

Indian Refining Co., Las Til., 
and New York City, N. Y.,- ¥: J 
& 8S. F. Ry. Co. Switching. No. 7583, 
Sub. No. 29; p. 1285. 

Indianapolis Chamber of Commerce 
Freight and Traffic Division, North 
Indianapolis Cradle Works vs. St. L. 
& S. F. et al. Lumber. No. 8349; p. 


0 


Stock | 


Inman-Poulson Lbr. Co, et al, Portland, 
rm Bacitic, 


Ore., vs. Southe Lumber. 

I a aa me Co. Livermore 
rnatio per ae 

“Pails, Me., vs. an Central et al. 


Paper. No. 8425; 1012. 
International Salt co. of New York vs. 

eee: ar Line et al. Salt. No. 
International Steel &. Iron .C nt em 

ville, Ind., vs. N. & St. ~ % 
~~ and Be, No, 8154; 


P. ¥ 

Interstate ae ® “is Pans Minn., 
vs. Am, & N. W. sms Py 8512; 
vp. 

Interstate Packing Co., aig Minn., 
vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. et Live 


stock. No. 8513; p. 1329. 
Investigation by Commission into rates, 
etc., Rererning transportation of coal. 
No. 7983; p. 141. 
Investigation oF Commission. Lumber. 
No. 8131; p. 142. 
Investigation by Commission. Cement. 
No, 8182; p. 414. 
5 4 Valve Co. .» Oskaloosa, Cc 
* S< et al. Fire plugs. oO. 3268: 


Pp. 

Itasca Lmmber Co., Minneapolis vs. 
Grses Northern. Lumber. No. 8308; 
p. ‘ 

Jackson Chamber of Commerce, Jack- 
son, Mich., vs. New_York Central et 
al. Unjust‘rates. Mo. 8148; p; 256. 

Jefferson Lbr. Co., geyser p > 
vs. : Mobile & Ohio et Lumber. 
No. 8313; p. 703. 

Johns-Mansville, H. W., Co., New York, 
vs. New York Central et al. Asphalt 
pitch. and paper conduits. No. 8410; 


PD. 

‘sekinans Walter L., Windom, Minn., vs. 
C. M. 8t. P. & O. et al. Coal. No. 
8119, Sub. No, 23; p. 669. 

Jones, John R, and Easton Grain Co., 
Minneapolis, vs. St. & 8. 8. M. 
et al. Coal. No, att sub. 40; p. 875. 

Beng se 2 & Bros., Cincinnati, we 

are & Hudson R. R. et al. 
sane iron rails. No. 8250; p. 585. 

Kansas Car-Lot Egg Shippers’ Assn., 
Topeka, Kan., vs. B. & O. S. W. et al. 
Dairy products. No. 7869; p. 42. 

Kansas Car-Lot Egg Shippers’ Assn., 
Topeka, Kan., vs. B. & O. R. R. et 
al, Poultry. No. 8469; p. 1176. 

Kansas oe Millers’ Club” et al. vs. A. 
ier . F. et al. Grain. No. $354; p 


Kansas Flour Mills Co., Wichita, vs.« 
Midland Valley et al.. Flour and feed.» ” 
No. 8459; p. 1130. 

Kansas-Oklahoma Traction Co., Coffey- 
ay Kan., and Nowata, Okla., vs. 

J. & E. Ry. et al. Steel rails and 
Meldattoe No. 8489; _ ae 

Kansas-Oklahoma Tract “4 Ada., 
Okla., vs. M. K. & T. Ry. et tal. Port- 
land cement. No, $490, Dp. 1286. 

Kath, Henry & Co., Inc., Muscatine, 


Ia., vs. C. R. 4 fe Mussel 
shells. No. i280: 

Kaw River — & Material Co., Turner, _ 
Kan., vs. T. & S. F. et al. Switch- 
ing. No. ‘S298: B: 585. 

Keating, J. T., meee, Minn., vs. 
Great Northern. Coal. No. 8119, Sub 
No. 29; p. 669. 

Keeley, Charles C., Omaha, vs. Chiesgo 


. Ma wei No. 8403; p. 8. 

Keeton, D. M., Mt. Ranier, Md., vs. St. 
Louis a TE Ry. of et 
one Household goods. No. 8219; p. 

- Duluth, 


Kelley-How-Thomson Co., 
Minn., vs. Northern Pacific shy 
ing paper. No, 8486; p. 1216 

ae: mtg -Indiana Hardwood Go., Louis- 
ville ee vs. Southern Ry. in Miss. 

et al. umber. No. 8162; ip. 294. 

So lwaukee, 


— John B. 

Cc, M. ae a ae Wor and 
feed. No. S062: , Ae 

Kerr, A. H., & ., and Kerr Glass 
Mfg. Co., San Speings Okla., 
Sand & Ry. et Glass fruit 
jars. o. 8180; p. 414. 

Kerr, D. E., Hutchinson, Minn., vs. 
Great pester Coal. No. 8119, Sub. 
No. 11; 584. 

Kerr, D. %., Hutchinson, Minn., _ vs. 
Great Northern. Coal. ‘No. $123, Sub, 
No. 12; p. 584. 


Ke stone Plaster Co., Chester, Pa., vs. 
enna. R. R. Plaster. No. 8159; P. 


2 

Kiewel Brewing Co. et al. at Minnesota 
ge vs. Northern Pacific. Grain. 
8119, Sub. No. 1; p. 141 
































King, M., Elevator Co., Sioux City, Ia., 
vs. C. B, & Q. R. R. et al. Bulk corn. 
No, sib: p. 703. 

Knoxville, "Tenn. . Overall Co. vs. L. & 
N. R. R. Cotton denim, No. 8092; 


Pp. 

Knoxville, Tenn., Traffic Bureau vs. B. 
& O. R. R. Co. Class and commodity 
rates. No. 8427; p. 1012. 

Knudson & Mercer Lbr. Co., Chicago, 

~ vs. L. & N, et al. Yellow pine. No. 
8128; p. 141. 

Kornfalfa Feed Milling Co., Kansas 
City, Mo., vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. 
Syrup. No. $232; p. 584. 

Kosse, Shoe. & Schieyer fe, Cincinnati, 
oa. vs. GS. & St. L. et al Lum- 
ber. No. 5298: p. 670. 

Kraetzer Cured Lumber Co. et al, 
gee Miss., and elsewhere, vs. 

a” to W; et al. Lumber. No. 8528; 


13 
Kriel, H. E., trading as Charles G. Kriel, 
Baltimore, 1 vs. & O. R. R. 

Hogs. No. 8110; p. 86. 
Kyle, Sam H., Bisbee, Ariz., vs, M. K. 
T. et al. Furniture.’ No. 8536; 


“i 1330. 

La Crosse (Wis.) Shippers’ Assn. vs. 
Ann Arbor R. R. Class and commod- 
ity rates. No. 8525; p. 1330. 

La Junta Melon & Produce Assn., La 
Junta, Colo., vs. A. T. & 5S. F, Ry. 
et al. Cantaloupes. No. 8396; p. 917. 

_Lalance & Grosjean Mfg. Co., Yood- 
haven, N. Y., vs. Long Island R. R. et 
al. Stamped ware. No. 8283; p. 670. 

Lamb-Fish Lumber Co. vs. Yazoo & 
Mississippi Valley R. R. Car spotting. 
No, 8212; p. 684. ‘ 

Lamb-Fish Lumber Co., Charleston, 
Miss., vs. Y. & M. V. et al. Lumber. 
No. 8384: p. 875. 

Lamb-Fish Lumber Co. et al., Charles- 
ton, Miss., and elsewhere, vs. Y. & M. 
} Fl, et al. Hardwood. No. 8529; p. 


nar gs & Lorentzen, El Paso, vs. A. T. 
& & 8S. F. et al. Onions. No. 8323; p. 
Larimore Lbr. & Fuel Co., Larimore, we 
D., vs. Great Northern. Coal. 

8119, Sub. -No, 28; p. $69. 

Atwood Larson et al. vs. M. & St. P. 
Grain. No. 8119, Sub. 3: p. 703. 
Laurie Mfg. Co., Spri ngfield, Til; vs. 
Cincinnati Northern R. R. et al. Joint 

rates. No. 8496; p. oe ei 

Laurie Mfg. Co. vs. C. Cc. & St. L. 
Hydraulic Arbor Press. “ye 8496, Sub. 
No, 1; p. 1286. 

Luke Lea of Tennessee vs. . & N. and 
ref Cc. & St. L. Passes. No. 8488; p. 


286. 
Lehigh Portland Cement 25.7 Allentown, 
Pa., vs. B. & O. S. R, R. et al. 
Portland cement. er: "$430; p. 1012. 
Le Roy Salt Co., Le Roy, N Y¥., et al. 
vs. e et al. Salt. No. 8407, Sub. 


wt Mfg. Co., Chicago spe 


one Me : 
Moline, Ill, vs. C, B.. & Q. R. R 


al. Petroleum tar. No. 8122; p. “i 
Lewis, F. J., ae. Co., Chicago and 


Moline, IIL, C. B. & Q. etal. Pe- 
ig tar.” “No. 8122, Sub. No. 1; 
P 


Lexington Mirror Co., Lexington, N. C., 

Lod Southern Ry. et al. Plate giass. 
8460; p. 1130. 

Lily, Charles H., Co. et al., Seattle, 
Wash., vs. Northern Pacific et al. 
Timothy seed. No. 8206; p. 584. 

Lindsay Commission Co., Missoula, 
Mont, vs. Northern Paeific Co. et al. 
Beans. No. 8404; p, 918. 

Los Agerlcs Warehouse Co. et al. vs. 
A. & S. F. et al. Switching 

i No. 7597, Sub. No, 24; p. 


776, 

Lowry Lbr. Co., Lowry, Minn,, vs. M. 
St. P, & 8. 2 M. Coal@ No, 8119, 
Sub. No. 18; 


9, 
soe gee William 'B $ Lbr. Co., Philadel- 
ja, vs. A. C. L. et al. Lumber. No. 


243; “588. 

Luteher & Moore Lbr. Co. et al., Orange, 
Tex., vs. Tex. & New Orleans R. R. et 
al. Lumber, No. 8519; p. 1330. 

Lycoming Timber & Lbr. Co. vs..C, & 
©. et al. Mine props, ete. No. 8305, 
Sub. No. 2; p. 679. 

Lycoming Timber & Lbr. Co. vs. C. & 
0. et al. Mine am | etc. No. 8305, 
Sub. No. 4; p. 

Lycom Timber & Lhbr. Co. vs. N. Y. 
P. nN. Mine props. No. 8305, Sub, 
No. 5; p. 670. 

Macey Co, Co. et al., Grand Hapids, | Mich., 
vs. Pere Marquet te. serv- 
ice. No. 8480; p. OP aaa gaze! 
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MacGillis & Gibbs Co., Milwaukee, Wis., 
vs; Northern Pacific. Lumber. No. 
8090; p. 42, 

Machin, J. W., Wamego, Kan., 
Union Pacific: Corn. No. 8414; p. 973. 

Madison, Wis., Board of. Commerce et 
al. vs. C. & N. W. Ry. et al. Class 
— commodity rates. No. 8353; p. 


Malone, Lott R:?; Flushing, L. L, vs. New 
York Tel. Co. and the American Tel. 
& Tel. Co. Sega tal rates and 
charges. No. 8345; p. 738. 

Manning Fuel Co., de” ‘James, Minn., vs. 
Cc. M, O, & St Pet ak Coal. "No. 
8119, Sub, 21; p. 669. 

Manufacturers’ Assn of Jamestown, N. 
Y., vs. Erie R. R. et al. Sheet steel. 
No, 8493; p. 1286. 

— Lake Rite. Co., ie Lake, pun., 

M. Sst. P. & Ss. S. Coal, No. 
y1i9, Sub. 19; p. 669. - 

Marinette-Green Bay Mfg. Co. .» Mari- 
nette and Green Bay, Wis., vs. Illi- 
nois Central et al. Excelsior and ex- 
celsior pads. No. 8253; p. 623. 

Markley, Geo. E., & Co., Cincinnati, 
O., vs. Atlantic Coast Line R. R. 
Reparation. No, 8505; p, 1286. 

Marquette Cement Mfg. Co. et al., Ogles- 
by, IL, vs. CG. R. L & P. Portland 
cement. No. 8294; p. 670. 

Marquette Coal Co., Albany, N. Y., vs. 
Penna. R. R, Co, et al. Coak No. 
8342; p. 738. 

Marshalitown Busey Co., Marshalitown, 
la., vs. Wabash R. R. et al. Vehicle 
parts. No, 8099; D. 42. 

Marshalltown Buggy Co., Marshalltown, 
Ia. vs. C. B. re . et al. Buggy bod- 
ies, No. 8100; 

May, Sidney w ‘New York City, vs. 
New York Central Passenger fares. 
No, 8385; p. 875. 

Maytag Co. ., Newton, Ia., vs. Central of 
tare ag etal. Cotton duck. No. 8098; 
p. # 

McCauil-Dinsmore a," p~ ans oo 
Minn., vs. C. & W. et al 
No. 7626, Sub. 7; = 499. 

McClintie- Marshall Co., Pittsburgh, = 
A. C. L. et al. Structural steel an 
contractors’ outfits. No. 8207; B84 

MeClure Coal Co., Minot, 3 
Great Northern et al. Coal. No. "3119, 
Sub. No. 24; p. 669. 

McCoach, J. By & Co., rey 
Va., vs, N. PN R. R, et al 
Potatoes. No. “$523; 1330. 

McLaughlin-Gormley- “Hing Co., Minne- 
apolis, Minn., vs. Atlantic Coast Line 
a et al. Wormseed. No. 8468; p. 


Mechanical and Chemical Division of 
American Paper & Pulp Assn, vs. B. 
& O. ~ R, et al. Wood pulp. No. 
8320; 704. 

iMoniphia’ Freight Bureau for the Pid- 
geon-Thomas Iron — F. aes 
Tenn., vs. St. L. S. W. et al. 
rails. No. 8317; p. 703. 

Memphis de sage Bureau for Weis & 
Lesh-Mfg. Co., Memphis and Jackson, 
Tenn., vs. Illinois og FS cotta 
in the white. No. 8296; pe 

Memphis Merchants’ Exc Bray ‘et al, 
HS cage» paaman et al. Grain. No. 

Merrill-Soule Co., Syracuse, N. Y., vs. 
Brie et al. Butter and eggs. No. 
7969, Sub. No. 2; p. 413. 

Mesker, Geo. 1., & Co., Evansville, 
Ind., vs. L. & N. Iron, roofing, sash, 
etc. ~ aay 2 p. 256. 

Mesker, & Co., say aneviile 
Ind., vs. Se euisville & Nashville. eel 
beams, bolts, brackets, ete. No, 821 


584, 
Middle ‘West Coal Co., Cincinnati, O., 
vs. C. & O. et al. Coal. No. 8157; 


. 256. 

tikelaon. L., Stephen, Minn., vs. Great 
he ard bk es etc. No. 8119, Sub. 
0 ; 

Mille Lacs ¥ ur oy Wohkon, Minn., vs. 
M. § & 8. S.M. Coal. No. 8119, 
Sub. Yale. 22° fs 


699. 
Miller Bros., Bliss, Okla., vs. A. C. La 
et al. Stock cattle. No. aaott “Dp. 670. 
Miller-Jackson Grain Co., Tampa, 
vs. Pontiac, Oxford & Northern et al. 
Hay. No. 8269; p. 623. 
Milwaukee Western Fuel Co. vs. Chicago 
ore Western et al. Coal. No. 8383; 


Mitwaukee-Western Malt Co., Milwau- 
kee, nk’ vs. C; & N. W. et al. Malt. 
No. 827 ee 623. 

Minnesota baggie waver sf Co. age - 
national Falls, Minn., ‘vs. ‘Fork, & 
Interna tonal alls Ry. by et al, 
per. No. 9; p. 875. 


bag eg ‘Co. et al., San Francisco 
Oakland 


et al. Live stock. No. 8120; Bens 141, 
Monarch” Paint Co., Cleveland 
Cc. B. & Q. et al. Tar. No. 8408: 


p. 973. ; 

Monarch ao Co., Cleveland, O., vs. 
Cc. St. P. M. & O. Ry. et al. Tar and 
cement. No. 8408, Sub. No. 1; py 1012. 

Monroe Cotten Oil Co., Monroe, , Vs. 
V. S. & P. et al. Cotton linters. No. 
8285; p. 670. 

Monroe Grocery a a ag roe, La., 

N. Y. N. R. R. et al. Shells 
and cartridges. 8280 5 Bas 

Montague Mailing Machiner? Chat- 
tanooga, vs. Illinois Central et al. 
Sheet zinc. No. 8234; p. 684. 

Montgomery Cotton Exchange, Mont- 
gomery, Ala., vs. L. & N. Cotton. 
No. 8432; p. 1067. 

Montrose Mig. Co., Montrose, Minn., vs. 
Great Northern Ry. Coal. No, 8119, 
Sub. No. 16; p. 66 

—e Lucas Stave Co., New Or- 
= ge Bh oy 7 ™ Morgan’s La. & Texas 

Co. Lumber, logs and 
staves. No. Basis: p. 703, 
ae & Co., Chicago, lil, vs. St. L. & 
F. et ai. Packing- -house are 
No. 8166; p. “" 

Mowrey, D, E., N. Y. H. . R. 
R. et al. Apples. No. 9331; ae 

eet tg > er G’% Chicago Tih, vs. 
M. St. P. & 8. ‘6. al. Pota 


M. Ry. et 
toes. No. 8107; 86. 
Murphy, Thomas b., Co., Red 
vs. C. B. & Q. R. et al. Printing 
presses. No, sise: p. hog 


Napanee Lbr. & Mfg. 4 
Ind., vs, B. & O. R. R. “Silo erat 
No, 8135; p. 142. 

Mapanee Lbr. & Mig. Co., Napanee, Ind., 

B. & O. R. R. Silo materials. No. 
3135, Sub. “3 1; p. 142. 

Napanee Lumber & Mfg. Co., Nap- 
apee, Ind., .vs. B. & O. R. R. et al. 
Lumber silo material. No. 81356, Sub. 
No. 2; p. 684. 

Napanee, Ind., Lbr. & Mfg. Co. vs. B. & 
O. et al. Silo material. No. 8258; p. 


623, 
Nashville Abattoir, Hide & Malting 
Assn. et al, Nashville, Tenn., vs. L, 
& N. et Live stock. No. 
$136. 142. 


“Nashville, Hardwood Flooring Co. vs. 


Cc. & Q. et al. Binder or canvas 
See No. 9503: p. 670. 

Nashville Lumbermen’s Club, Nashville, 
ble Py vs. L. & N. Lumber. No. 8184; 


p. 414, 

Natenshon, a ag & Co., La, Crosse, 
Wis., vs. C. M. & rs P. Ry. Hides 
and pelts. No” 8526; 1330. 


. National Confectioners’ Via of the U. 


S., St. Louis, vs. Adams Expréss Co. 

et al. Candy. No. 8204; 684, 
National League of Commission Mer- 

chants of the U. S., Titus Bros,, New 


York, vs. Atlantic Coast Line et al. _ 


Cabbage. No. 8129; p. 141 


National League of ‘Commission Mer-— 


chants of the U. S. and William Smith 
& Co., Philadel hia, vs. Illinois Cen- 
tral et al. Poult: No, 8177; p. 414. 


National Lea 7 of Commission Mer- - 


chants of New York Ci for 
shippers of ‘adoles in Bost Lip 
vs. Grand caer By Hy of Can: Ap- 
ples. No. 8224 


National Lumber & Creosoting Co., 
Texarkana, Ark.-Tex. vs. Texarkana 


& Fort — Ry. et al. Lumber. No, 


8461; 

National Lis Lumber & Creosoting Co., gy 
arkana, Ark.-Tex. vs. Texa & 
Fo: et Lumber. ono. 


. 1130. 

National Silica Co., ay Tih, . and 
ge ants o., ss wa 0, Angols 
& ern Ry. e sand. 
$0." e206, p. 670. 

sale ibe Lumber Co., Little Rock, 
Ark., vs. 8. L. L. M. & S. =< Lum- 
ber. No, 8194, Sub, No. 1; p. 684. 


et al. Ce F 
Nep’ nt Plaster & Mfg. Co., and 
t Lake, Pl eseer vs. ites Rio 
eunde Plaster 87; p. 


Ne ae ang! & Mfg. Co., Gypsum 
tah, vs, Butte, < 


, U 
ec Ry. et al. Plaster, 'o. 
fist, Pagife Fi 1; p. 499. : eee 


fg. Co, 
4 Soe 
No. 2; p. 499. 


ERSTE COIS MTG Ss OO RIT I A ST REE MN Ay Me” DCPS 


PVE SE RL TREN BE OTA TANTS 


ypsum and 
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er. No, 8187, Sub. teeny 
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Nester Glass Co., Kansas City, vs. Mis- 
souri acy’ Glass bottles. ' No, $227, 
Sub. No. 1; 584. 

New ‘Albany Box & Basket Co., New 
Albany, Ind., ys. Illinois Central R. R. 
et al. Logs. No. 8428; p. 1012. 

Ne © Portland Cement Co., Grand 

s and Newaygo, vs. Pere Mar- 
quette et al. oe No. 8321, Sub. 
o 1; P. 

New egy i Milling Co., Arkansas City, 
Kan., A. T. & 8. F. Flour. No. 
8522; my *1330, 

New Orleans Joint Traffic Bureau vs. 
Alabama & Mississippi et al. Sugar. 
No, 8255; p. 623. 

Newport Mining Co., Ironwood and 
Bessemer, Mich., and Milwaukee vs. C. 
S. M. Machinery. No; 8309;. p. 


New York Mercantile Exchange vs. B. 
& O. S. W. et al. Dairy products. 
No, 8132; p. 142. 

Norris Grain Co., wanene City, Mo., +. 
Illinois Central R. R. Corn. ‘No. $517; 

Pp. 1329. 

Northern Mercantile Co., Sandpoint, 
Idaho, vs. Arizona Eastern et al. 
Fence posts and cedar products. No. 
8310; p. 703. 

Northern Pine Mfrs.’ Assn., Minneapolis, 
Minn., vs. Re & N. W. R. R. Lumber. 
No, 8142; 256. 

Northrup, King na Co., Minneapolis, 
Minn., vs. C. & W. et al. Onion 
etc. No. 8416; p. M8, 

Northwestern Consolidated Milling Co. 
and the Pillsbury Flour Mills Co., 
Minneapolis, vs. C. M. & St. P. et al. 
Flour. No. 8208; p. 584. 

Northwestern Cooperage & Lbr. Co., 
Gladstone, Mich., vs. M. St. P. & S. 
8. M. Ry. et al. Lumber. No, 8286; 
p. 670. 

oe cee! Co., Tropic, Colo., vs. D. 
= > R. R. et al. Coal. No. 8104; 

Gieay~ Mester Glass Co., Kansas City, 
Mo., vs. Missouri Pacific et al. Glass 
bottles. No. 8227; p. 584. 

Obermeyer, S., Co. Rillton, Pa., and 
Chicago, vs. the Penna. Co. et al. 
Coal. No. 8509; p. 1286. 

Oklahoma Petroleum & Gasoline Co., 
Tulsa, Okla., vs. Rock Island et al. 
Gasoline. No. 8433; p. 1067. 

Oklahoma Portiand Cement Co., Ada, 
Okla., vs. Louisiana—Western et al. 
Portiand cement. No, 8281; p. 670. 

Old Vincennes Distillery Co., Vincennes, 
Ind., vs. B. & O. 8S. Corn. No. 
8221; p. 584. 

Orange, Tex., Commercial Club vs. Tex- 
arkana & Fort Smith Ry et al. Lum- 
ber. No. 8169; p. 294. 

i ag Bros. & F egg" Memphis, Tenn., vs. 

. C. & St. L. et al. Iron. No. $155: 
. ” 256. 

Oyster Growers’ & Dealers’ Assn. of 
North America, Baltimore, Md., vs. B. 
& O. et al. Ice. No. 8192; p. 499. 

Pacific Coast Meat & Provision Co., 
Los Angeles, vs. Atchison. Sheep. 
No, 8188, Sub. No. 1; p. 776. 


e & Son, Inc., Euetion, Ore., vs. 
re- Wash. Do F..* Nav. Co. et al. 
Lemons. 73; p. 414. 

Parlin & Orensor# Co., Canton, IIL, 
Sou. Pac. Co. et al. "Agricultural ae 
plements. “> 8446; p. 1067. 

Parry, Charles K Philadelphia, Pa., vs. 
Louisville & Nashville et ai. Lum- 

No. 8163; p. 294. 
Board of Trade vs. A. T. & 
. et ‘al. Grain. No. 8347; p. 776. 

Philadelphia Screen Mfg. Co., Phila- 
delphia, vs. P. R. R. et al. Window 
one and door screens. No. 8464; 


Philadelphia Screen Mfg. Co. vs. B. & O. 
et al. Window screens and screen 
doors. No. 8464, Sub. No. 1; p. 1176. 

Phili Hdwe. Co., Columbus, Ga., vs. 
_ roit & Cleveland Nav. Co. et al. 

Its. No. 8502; p 1286. 

Pagis ¢ Chair Co., Sheboygan, Wis., vs. 

> A Ry. et al. Chairs. No. 


en Grain Co. of Plainfield and 
where in Illinois vs. E. J. & 
R. Grain. No. 8213; p. 584. 
Pint, D. J., & Co., Frances, Wash., vs. 
ern paged "et al. Shingles. No. 


pits B88 Coal Co., Bluefield, W. Va., 


irs, & W. Ry. et al. Coke. No. 


$217; 584. 
Port Arthur Canal-& Dock Co. vs. Abi- 
lene thern et =~ Cottonseed cake 


and No, 8240; p. 585. 


; ee: Murdock & Co., 


Portland, _ .. Chamber of Commerce 
vs. C. M. & St. P. et al. Sample bag- 
gage. No, 8338; p. 738. 

Power, T. C., & Bro., Ltd., et al., Port 
Benton, Mont., and ‘elsewhere in’ Mon- 
tana, vs. Butte, Anaconda & Pacific 
et al. Sugar. No. 8380, Sub. No. 1; 
p. 1176. 

Power Coal Co., Chicago, vs. C. M. & 
St. P. et al. Coal. No. 8205; p. 549. 

Price, F. H., & Co. and R. W. Light- 
burne, Jr., "New York, Ete Atchison et 
al. Flour. No. 8369; $10. 

Procter & Gamble Co., Poincinnati, O., 
vs. Abilene & Southern et al. ‘Cot- 
gy oo ay oil, etc. No. 8226, Sub. No. 1; 
p. . 

Produce Distributors’ Co., Seattle, vs. 
i Valley et al. Garlic. No, 8195; 
P. a 

Prudential Milling Co., Minneapolis, vs. 
Cc. R. l. & P. Flour. No. 8476, Sub. 
No. 3; p. 1177. 

Pulp & ‘Paper Mfrs.’ Assn., Chicago, vs. 
Belt Ry. Co. of Chicago et al. Sul- 
phur. No, 8179; p. 414. 

Pulp & Paper Mfrs. Traffic Assn., Chi- 
cago, Ill, vs. Duluth & Northern 

Pulpwood. No. 8348; p. 


Purity Oats Co., Keokuk, Iowa, vs. C. B. 
& Q. et al. Rice. No. 8267; p. 623. 


Quinn, H. A., Lumber Co., River Sioux, 
la., vs. C. & N. W. et al. Coal. No. 
8119, Sub. No. 13; p. 669. 

Railroad Commissioners of Florida vs. 
L. & N. et al. Bananas. No. 8387; 
p. 875. 

Ramsey, Bert, & Co. et al, 
Tex., vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. 
No. 8451; p. 1067. 

Rath Packing Co., 
Illinois Central et al. 
8419; p. 973, 

Rawson-Works Lumber Co., 
Idaho, vs. Northern Pacific R. 
al. Lumber. No. 8343; p. 738. 

Red Wing Malting Co, et al. at Minne- 
sota points vs. C. M. & St. P. Grain. 
No. 8119, Sub. No. 2; p. 141. 

Chicago, Ill., vs. 
& E. I. Pickles. No. 8246; 
p. 585. 


Reiss, C., Coal Co., pea fe i ihr 
Chicago Great Western et Goal. 
No. 8423; p. 1012. 

Reynolds Bros. Lumber Co., Franklin, 
N. C., vs. Tallulah Falls Ry. Co. et 
al. Lumber. No. 8093; p. 42. 

Reynolds, R. J., Tobacco Co., Winston- 
Salem, N. C., vs. Abilene & Southern 
et al. Cigarettes. No. 8201; p. 669. 

Reynolds, R. J., Tobacco Co. vs. Louis- 
ville & Nashville R. R. et al. Leaf 
tobacco. No. 8249; p. 585. 

Riegel Sack Co., New York and Jersey 
City, vs. Central of New Jersey et al. 
Burlap bags. No. 8324; p. 704. 

Riverside Western Oil Co., Tulsa, Okla., 
vs. Midland Valley R. R. et al. Gaso- 
line. No. 8358; p. 776. 

Robinson Clay Products Co., Akron, O., 
vs. Penna. Co. et al. .Brick. No. 


8287; p. 670. 

Robinson Clay Oduct Co., Akron, O., 
vs. Penna, Co, et al. Fire brick. No. 
8452; p. 1067. 

Robinson Clay Product Co. vs. Penna. 
i es al. ‘der brick. No, 8452, Sub. 

0. 
ee city’ spoke ¢ Co., Nashville, Tenn., 
: et al. Spokes. No. 8171; 
D. 


Rosenblatt, S., Hawesville, Ky., vs. 
Louisville, Henderson & St. Louis et 

al. Eggs. No. 8245; p. 585. 

Ross Bros., Fort Worth, Tex., et al. vs. 
Fort Worth & Denver City Ry. et al. 
Horses and mules. No. 8141; p. 206. 

Ross, H. W., Laie Co., Sioux Falls, 

. Cc. & St. P. & M. & O. 

Coal. Wo. 8119, Sub. No. 26; 


‘et al, San Ber- 
and elsewhere in California 
Coal. No. 8175, 


Ruby Mfg. Co., Jackson, Mich., vs. Gal- 
veston, Harrisbu & San Antonio et 
al. Iron. No. 8185; p. 499. 

Ruby Mfg. Co., Jackson, Mich., vs. Gal- 
veston, Harrisburg & San Antonio et 
4 Iron. No. 8185, Sub. No. 1; p. 

Rundell, Nelson R., et al, Turner 
County, 8S. D., vs. C. & N. 'W. et al. 
isis p cattle and stock sheep. am 


8242; = 
Rundle Pu Co., Greenfield, Wis., vs. 
N. . et al, Lavatory basins. 


No. S067; p. 623. 


El Paso, 
Beer. 


Waterloo, Ia., vs. 
Meats. No. 


Kamiah, 
R. et 


et al. 


nardino 
 segnepbeg et al. 


“San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 
vs. Southern Pacific et al. Repara- 
tion. No. 7597, Sub. No, 22; p. 583. 

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 
for the Lennon Lime & Cement Co. 
vs. Southern Pacific et al. Switching 
charges, No. 7583, Sub. No, 28; p. 


776. 

Sand Point Lbr. & Coal Co., Sand Point, 
Idaho, vs. Northern Pacific et al. 
Ss ~ ategh No, 8395, Sub. No. 1; p. 

Sand Point Lbr. & Pole Co., Sand Point, 
Idaho, vs. Gt. Nor. Ry. Cedar posts. 
No. 8503; p. 1286. - 

Sanger Bros., Dallas, Tex., vs. Hous- 
ton & Texas R. R. Rugs. No. 8149; 


p. 256. 

Philip Schecter, San Francisco, Cal., 
vs. Southern Pacific et al. Junk. No. 
8146; p. 256. 

Schmitt & Henry Mfg. Co., Des Moines, 
Iowa, vs. Southern Ry. Co. et ail. 


gg ticking. No. 8002, Sub. No. 4; 


p. 3 
Scott, John L., Northampton County, 

Va., vs. Cape Charles R.. R. et al. 

Vegetables. No. 8186; p. 499. 

Scudder, Raymond B., New Orleans, vs. 
Morgan’s L. & T. R. R. & as Ss. Co. 
et al. Molasses. No. 8449; 1067. 

Seidel, Julius, Lbr. Co., St. 4S ae Mo., 
vs. Mo. Pac. Ry. et al. Lumber. No. 
8282; p. 670. 

Seldomridge Grain Co., Colorado Springs, 
Colo., vs. A. T. & S. F. Corn. No. 
8470; p. 1176. : 

Sergeant Glass Co., Sergeant, Pa., vs. 
Penna. R. R. Co. et al. Glass. No. 
8399; p. 917. 

Sharon Steel Hoop Co., Sharon, Pa., 
vs. Pennsylvania R. R. Roll scale. 
No. 8214; p. 584. 

Sioux City, Iowa, Live Stock Exchange 

vs. C. M. & St. P. et al. Live stock. 


No. 8425; p. 1012. 
Smith ne "& ore Co., Saginaw, Mich., 
Hay. No. 


R. R. et al. 
7 iste ‘ 

South Omaha Live Stock Exchange vs. 
Cc. G. W. et al. Live stock. No. 8319; 

704. 

geuthern Lbr. & Mfg. Co., Nashville, 
Tenn., vs. Tennessee Ry. et al. Lum- 
ber. No. 8508; p. 1286. 

Southwestern Millers’ League et al., 
Wichita, and elsewhere in Kansas, vs. 
A. T. & S. F. et al. Grain. No. 8165; 
p. 294. eo . 

Rogtnwosterh Millers’ League et al. vs” 
mE & P. et al. Grain. No. 8165, 
Sub. No. 2; p. 584. 

Spokane Lumber Co., Milan, Wash., vs. 
Great Northern Ry. et al. Lumber. 
No. 8395; p. 917. : 

Spokane Lumber Co., Milan, Wash., vs. 
Great Northern Ky. Lumber. No. 
8515; p. 1329. 

Standard Lumber Co., Birmingham, 
Ala., vs. N. O. & N. E. R. R. et al 
Lumber. No. 8495; p. 1286. 

Standard Oil Co. of California vs. A. T. 
& S. F. R. R. et al. Oil. No, 7583, 
Sub. No. 26; p. 256. : 

Standard Oil Co., Sioux Falls, S. D., vs. 
Cc. M. & St. P. Ry. et al. Oil. No. 
8492; p. 1286. 

Standard Paint Co., New York City, 
vs. C. & N. W. = al. Roofing mate- 
rials. No. 8454; 1130. 

Starbeck Bros., igsatavines; Minn., vs. 
Cc. & St. P. Coal. No. 8119, Sub. 


No. "ye. p. 669, 
Stark, James E., et al., Memphis, vs. 
Lumber. No. 


Illinois Central et al. 


8530; p. ave 

Stebbins, M. H., Wellsboro, Pa., vs. D. 
L. & W. R.'R. et al. Contractors’ 
outfits. No. 8096; p. 42. 

Stebbins, M. H., Welisboro, Pa., vs. D. 
L. & W. R. R. et al. Contractors’ 
outfits. No. 8096, Sub. No. 1; p. 42. 

Stebbins, M. H., Wellsboro, Pa., vs. 
Erie R. R. et al. Contractors’ out- 
fits. No. 8096, Sub. No. 2: p. 42. 

Steinfield, Albert, & Co., Tucson, Ariz., 
vs. Southern Pacific et al. Flour. 
No, 8088; p. 42. 

Sterling Salt Co., New York, vs, Penn- 
wr R. R. et al. Salt. No. 8407; 
p. 973. 

Stickley, L. & J. G., Inc., Fayetteville, 
N. Y., vs. New York Central. Furni- 
ture cars. No. 8237; p. 585. 

Stimson, D. C. & J. a Owensboro, 
Ky., vs. L. H. & St. ay: Co. et al. 
Luniber. No. 8429; wT 

Stimson, .J.-V., Hun ngburg, Ind., vs. 
Southern Ry. et al. Lumber. No, 
8346; p. 738. : 
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y, 
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stimson, J. V., Hun burg, Ind., vs. 
B. a: S. W. et al. oO. 
Stinaon, J. V., Huntingburg, Ind., vs. 
Southern Ry. et al Lumber. No. 
8381; p. 875. 
Stock 


ing, H. M., Minneapolis, vs. 
St. P. & 8. S| M. Bolts. No. 3270: 


p. 623. 

L. A. Strobel Co., Cincinnati, vs. Illi- 
nois Central et al. Moulding. No. 
8197; p. 499. 

Sunderland Bros. Co., Omaha, Neb., vs. 
Cc. R. L. & P. Cement plaster. No. 
8126; p. 141. 

Sunderland Bros. Co., Omaha, Neb., vs. 
Cc. & N. W. Ry. Co. et al. ‘Coal.’ No. 
8172: p. 414. 

Swanson, Fred S., Omaha, Neb., vs. C. 
B. Rag R. R. Broomcorn. No. 8143; 
Dp. 

Swift & Co., Chicago, vs. C. B. & Q. 
Sheep. No, 8264; p. 623. 

Swift Co. vs.- Arkansas Central R. R. 
et al. Cottonseed oil. No. 8307; p. 


670. 
Swift & Co. vs. Atlantic Coast Line 
R. R. et al. Meat. No. 8484; p. 1216. 
Swift & Co., Chicago, vs. St. L. & S. F. 


= ae et al. Class rates. No. 86507; 


128 
swift Gaantilen Co., Toronto, Ont., vs. 
Grand nee Ry. of Canada et al. 
Meat. . $516; p. 1329. 


Taa fe, ae & Co., San Francisco, Cal., 
vs. Southern Pacific et al. Live stock. 
No. 8120, Sub. No. 1; p. 669. 


Tallahatchie Lumber Co., Philipp, Miss., 
vs. Yazoo & Mississippi Valley et al. 
Lumber, , No. 8174; p. 414. 


Tanners’ Supply Co., Ltd., et al., Grand 
Rapids = elsewhere, vs. Ann Arbor 
et al, as tanning extract. No. 
8124; p. 14 


Tarkio Champion Feed Co., Kansas City, 
vs. Missouri Pacific et al. Molasses 
stock feed. No. 8190; p. 499. 

Tatum, J. J., Winslow, Ariz., vs. A. T. 
& S. F. et al. Cottonseed ‘meal. No. 
8409; R 973. 

Shelby aylor et al. 
road Commission of La. vs. St. L. S. 
F. & T. R. R. et al. Class and com- 
modity rates. No. 8290; p. 670. 

Shelby Taylor and other Railroad Com- 
missioners of Louisiana vs. Arkansas 
Harbor Term. Ry. et al. Class rates. 
No. 8418; p. 973. 

Terhune Lumber Co., Pittsburgh, Pa., 
vs. N. O. & N. EB. R. R. et al. Lum- 
ber. No. 8435; p. 1067. 

Terhune Lumber Co., Pittsburgh, Pa., 
vs. Sou, Ry. Co. So Miss. et al. Lum- 
ber. No. 8447; 1067. 

Texarkana Freight Bureau vs. Iron Mt. 
and T. & P. et al. Class and com- 
modity rates. No. 8300: p. 670. 

Texas Cement Plaster Co., Plasterco, 
Tex., vs. Atchison. Commodity rates. 
No. 8216; p. 670. 

Texas Cement Plaster Co., Plasterco, 
Tex., and Oklahoma City, Okla., vs. 
Kansas City. Mexico & Orient R. R. 


s, No 7; 


constituting Rail- 


Co. et al. Cement plaster. No. 8216, 
Sub, No. 1; p. 917. 

Thane Lbr. Co. et al., Arkansas City, 
Ark.,. vs. St. L. I. M. & S. Lumber. 
No. 8259; p. 623. 

Thompson Bros. Lbr. Co., Houston, 


Tex., vs. M. K. & T. Ry. et al. Coal. 
No. 8105; p. 85. 
Thomson-Diggs Co., Sacramento, Cal., 


vs. A. T. & 8. F. et al. Lamps and 
frames. No. 8457; p. 1130. 
eo Diggs Co, et al., Sacramento, 
Cal, A. T. & S.-F, et al. Animai 
musizles and calf weaners. No. 8471; 
p. i 
Three Lake Lumber Co. et al. vs. 


Washington Western Ry. et al. Lum- 
ber. No. 8167; p. 294. 

Toch. Henry M., and Maximilian Toch, 
trading ,as Toch Bros.. Long gsland 
City, vs. Central of Georgia et al. 
Liquid paint. No. 8124: p. 141. 

Torrey + Co.. Clintonville, Wis., vs. 
Cc. & W. Gedar posts. No. 8374; 
P. aa 

Torrey @ ye Co., Clintonville, Wis., 
vs.°C. W. Ry. Cedar posts. No. 
8374, > as No. 4; p. 810. 

Torrey eens Co., Clintonville, Wis., vs, 

& N. W. Ry. et al. Cedar posts. 
io. 8391; p. 917. 

Traffic Bureau of Sioux City Commer- 
cial Club. vs. Alexandria & Western 
Ry. et al. Lumber. No. 8301: p. 670. 

Traffic Bureau of Toledo Commerce 
Club vs. Ann Arbor et al. Oil, ete. 

No. 8277; p. 623. 





"a > setenge ets 3 


and’ advertising matter. No. 
cuinecy 
Trans- 


pi Grain Co., Omaha, 
Neb., ee Se eee 
Grain. No. 8333; p. 73 

Transportation Bureau of the Seattle, 
Wash., Chamber of ‘Commerce vs. Gt. 
Northern Ry. et al. Fares. No. 8140; 


Travis Glass Co., Clarksburg, W. Va., 
vs. B. & O. S. W. et.al. Milk bot- 
tles. No. 8520: p. 1330. 

Trexler Lumber Co., Allentown, Pa., vs. 


Southern Ry. et al. Lumber. "No. 
8422; 973. 
Tulsa, ‘kla., Traffic Assn. vs. Atchi- 


* gon et al. Scrap iron and pipe. No. 
8417; p. 973. 

Union Portland Cement Co., Ogden and 
Deviis: Lake, Utah, vs. Gc. M. & St. 
P. rah et al. Cast-iron plates. No. 
8091; 42. 

United Tae: Co., Ursina Jct., Pa., vs. 
= & O. et al. Lumber. No. 8292; 


0. 

United States of America vs, Alabama 
& Vicksburg et al. Postal cards. No. 
8372; p. 810. 

United Btates of America vs. Sou, Pac. 
Co. et al. Paling. No. 8375; p. 810. 

Utah-Idaho Millers & Grain Dealers’ 
Assn., Salt Lake City, Utah, vs. D. 
& R. G. R. R. et al. Grain.” No. 

8441; p. 1067. 


Virginia Pine Timber Co., Pottsville, 


Pa., vs. N. Y. P. & N. et al. Mine 
props. No. 8305; p. 670. 

Wallace, €mith & Co. et al., Milwaukee, 
Wis., vs. B. & M. et al. Horse 
blankets. No. 8448; p. 1067. 

Walsh & Weidner Boiler Co., Chat- 


tanooga, vs. Southern et al. Ma- 
chinery. . No. 8210; p. 585. 

Walsh & Weidner Boiler Co., Chatta- 
nooga, Tenn., vs. C. H. & D. et al. 
Fire brick. No. 8222; p. 584. 

Walsh & Weidner Boiler Co., Chatta- 
nooga, Tenn., vs. Alabama Great 


Southern et al. Tower and tank ma- 
terial. No. 8241; p. 585. 
Ward Lumber Co, et al., Chicago and 


elsewhere, vs. Yazoo & Miss. Valley 

et al. Lumber. No. 8337; p. 738. 
Washburn-Crosby Co., Minneapolis, vs. 

tise” I. & P. Flour. No. 8476; p. 
Washburn-Crosby Co. for the Humboldt 


Milling Co., Minneapolis, vs. C. R.. I. 
& ol No. 8476, Sub. No. 1; 
Pp. 


Washburn-Crosby Co. for the Crocker 
Milling Co. vs. C. R. I. & P. Flour. 
No. 8476, Sub. No. 2; p. 1177. 

Werner, Louis, Stave Co., Shreveport, 
La., vs. International & Great North- 
ern. Staves. No. 8401; p. 917. 

West Coast Lumber Mfrs.’ Assn. et al., 
Portland, Ore., vs. Spokane, Portland 
= Seattle et al. Lumber. No, 8203; 


9 
West Coast Lumber Mfrs.’ Assn. et al. 


vs. Tacoma Eastern R. R. Co. et al. 
Forest products. No. 8339; R. 738, 
West Lumber Co., Houston, Tex., vs. 
St. L. & 8S. F. R. R. et al. Coal. No. 
8421; p. 973. ‘ 
Western Carolina Lumber & Timber 
Assn, et al. vs. Southern Ry. et al. 


Lumber. WNo. 8275; p. 623. 

Wheland Co., Chattanooga, vs. Alabama 
Great Southern et ai. Machinery. 
No. 8252; p. 585. 

Whiteville Lumber Co. et al., Golds- 
boro and other North Carolina points 
vs. A. a L. R. R. et al. Lumber. 
No. 8491; p. 1286. 

Wilcox Lumber Co. et al. vs. St. 

& 8S. S. M. Coal. No. 8119, Sub No. 
7: p. 205. 

Wilder-Strong waptennent Co., Monroe, 
Mich., vs. St. L. S. W. Ry. of Texas. 
Implements. No. 8389; ‘Fe 875. 

Wiley “™ ras ee a rs Neb., 
vs. C. 4 QO. R. R. Potatoes. 
No, $437: p. 1067. 

haley Cc T., Co., Kushequa, Pa., vs. 

& O. et al. Roofing brick. No. 


E352: p. 776. 

Williams, H. B., Houston, Tex., vs. A. 
T. + 8S. F..et al. Apples. ,No. 8335; 
. 738. 

Williams Stave Co., Cleveland, O., vs. 
La. ed & Nav. Co. Staves. No. 
8094; 42. 

Williams’ Stave Co.. Cleveland, Ohio, vs. 
Morgan’s La. & Texas R. R. & S. 8S. 
Co. Stave bolts. No. 8230; p. 584. 

Winger Farmers’ Elevator Co., Winger, 
Minn., vs. M. St. P. & ss M 





e 


& Arkansas a Looe Co. et 
al. vs. St. Louis Moun & 
Southern et al. ‘yellow pine b 


0. 8194; 
Wisconsin " Rreight Relief Assn., Chip- - 
pewa Valley raffic Association and 


re ig bat a: ana Traffic Bureau vs. 


Cc. & . et al. Class rates. 
No. mil: a ‘13 

Wistar, Underhill Nixon, Philadel- 
pie: vs. A & O. & al. Lumber. No. 


wor Milling Co., Keyser, w. ‘Va. vs. 

’ ot ee R. R. et al. Coal. No. $445; 
orden- Allen Co., Milwaukee, Wis., vs. 
Cy M.. & St. P. By. et ail. Bridge 
iron. No, 8475; 1176. 

Wyethe any ia & Bitg.' Co., St. Joseph, 
Mo., vs. F. et al. Har- 
ness and Si adies No. 8137; p. 205. 

Young, William H., and Ella K. Hous- 
ton, executors, ante: vs. P. Cc C, 
& St. Fg et al. Emigrant outfit. No, 
8382: 875. 

Zelnicker, Walter A., Supply Co., St, 
Louis, Mo., vs. St. L. & S. F. et al. 
Car bodies. No. 8244; p. 585. 

Zelnicker, Walter A., Supply Co., St. 
_Louis, Mo., vs. Western R. R. 
et al. Car trucks. No. 8518; p. 1330. 


Coricealed shipments; notice of Guibas 
to (Legal Dept.); p. 913. 

Concentration and storage of dairy prod- 
ucts; see dairy products; 460 

Conference rulings; passes for wala and 
time inspectors, p. 218; passes to em- 
ployes of private car lines, p. 271; 
telephone messages relating to ship- 
ments, p. 271; error in issuance of 
passenger tickets, p. 271; routing ef 
shipments by consignees, p. 296; sup- 
plement No: 2 issued, p. 557. 

barr hg {ransportation matters fn; pp. 

Conner, — H. M.; paper on O. S. & D. 
claims and their prevention; p. 815. 

Consignments, straight; notice of refusal 
to = not necessary (Legal Dept.); 


p. A 

Containers, adequate; 
from L. C. Holliggshead; p 

Conversion; sale by carrier without 
necessity (Le Dept.); p. 1173. 

Corn; transit charges; Van Dusen Har- 
rington-Co. vs. C. M. & St. P. = Co. 
et. al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 432. 

Corn and oats; McCaull- Dinsmore Co. 
vs. M. P. Ry. Co. et al.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 284. : 

Cornell, J. D.; traffic manger Joplin & 
Pittsburg Ry. and Kansas City, Kaw 
Valley & Western Ry.; p. 309. 

Caen. addressed to commission 
(Legal Dept.); p. 1214. 

Cotton; Amory & yom vs. S. P. Co. et al.; 
see decisions of I. C.; p. 950. 

= ng piece goods; Fall River Bleachery 

A. C. L. et al.; see decisions of 

L *o. C.; p. 1156. 


Cottonseed meal and cake; relationship ~ 


of rates for export; p. 57 

Cottonseed meal and cake; Imperial Val- 
ley Oil and Cotton Co. vs. 8S. P. Co. et 
al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 474, 


Cottonseed oil; Swift & Co. vs. Southern; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1109. 

Cottonseed oil, etc.; Oklahoma Colton: 
seed Crushers’ Assn. vs. M. K,. T. 
Ry. Co. et al.; same vs. A. T. iS. F. 
Ry. Co. et al.; fourth section applica- 
tions 626 and 641; see decisions of I. 
C,. C.3 :p., 253. 

Cottonseed stearine; ‘Lookout Refining 
Co. vs. L. & N. R. R. Co. et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 13810. 

Councill, W. M.; traffic mavener National 
Fire Proofi Co.; 

Creative Tra 
pp. 317, 605, 685, 837, 937, 

Cummins Amendment: raiders” ot dam- 
age, to middleman (Legal Dept.); p. 


Cummins amendment; time for filing 
claims (Legal Dept.):; p. 1283. 

Cummins amendment (Editorial), p. 5; 
effect on express shipments, p. 213; 
filing claims under (Legal 
215; report by American Bar 
Committee, p. 297; effect on nigh. oe 
etec., p. 511; additional: thought by com- 
mission given out Aug. 18, p.. 544; 
reference by Commissioner Clarke P: 
656; measure of dam to - 
man, p. 913; Boston Chamber of Com- 


merce bil] to amend, p. 1170; bills for 


modification, p. 1294, 


ete, No. 8119, Sub. No. 27; _ 


rpieg Tosti . 
9 


Development p (Editorial) ; : 


Dept.), p.. 
Ph 
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Dairy products; withdrawal of regula 
’ tions covering concentration and stor- 
age; see. decisions of I. C. C.; p. 460. 
Dairy products and poultry; department 
= sit praises order of commis- 

sion; p 

Damage, by frost; decision of Illinois 
Appellate court; p. 310. 

Damaged shipments, burden of proof 
(Legal Dept.); ee 

Damages; loss 0 eae as an element 
(Legal hag Pp. 1284, 

Damages; within which to bring 
suit (Legal Dept.); p. 1327. 

Damages for recognized shipments (Leg- 
al Dept.); p. 

Damages limited by reparation order; 
see reparation; p. 21. 

Dangerous articles; transportation on 
steam wane > Farad passengers 
(Short Haul); 676. 

Danville case; clty of Daaville, Va., et 
al.. vs. Southern Ry Co. et al.; see 

_.. decisions of I. C. C.; p. 280. 

Decisions; finality of orders 


Dept.); p. 970. 
DECISIONS OF INTERSTATE COM- 


MERCE COMMISSION. 


(Decisions under the above caption 
are indexed by title where there is a 
complainant. Where there is none they 
are imdexed by the commodity or sub- 
ject affected. All decisions are .also in- 
dexed by the latter method in the regu- 
lar alphabethica! list.) 

Agricultural implements; rates on agri- 
cultural implements and other com- 
modities between Crosse and other 
points and St. Paul and other points; 
I, and 8S. 681 (36 I. C. C., 151-155). 
Proposed increased rates .on various 
commodities between La Crosse, Wis., 
and St. Paul, Minneapolis, Duluth, 
Minn., and other points, found not to 
have been justified. Oct. 16, p. 793. 

Alexandria Paper Co. vs. A., T. & S. F. 
Ry. C. et al. (case 7373) ; same vs. 
Arkansas Central R. R. Co. et al.; 
case 7374 (36 I. C. C., 532-534). Com- 
plaints against the carload rates on 
newsprint paper from Alexandria, 
Ind., to various points west of the 
Missisalpp! River, dismissed; Dec.. 4, 


(Legal 


1155. 
Alpha Portland Cement Co. vs. B. & O 
R. Co. et al.; case 5919; same vs. 


a A, a R. R. Co.; case 5920 
(34 I, C. C., 414-422). (1) Rate of $2 

r gross ton for the transportation of 
Cheminous slack ena} in carloads to 
Martins Creek, Pa.;-from mines in 
the Fairmont region of West Virginia 
and in the Westmore land region of 
Pennsylvania, not found to be unrea- 
sonable or unjustly discriminatory. 
(2) The requirement of a differential 
between slack and other sizes of bi- 
tuminous coal a PS em to be justi- 
fied. July 17, 

Alpha Portland eee Co. vs. Penn- 
Sylvania R..R. Co.; see same vs. B. 
& O.; p. 119. 

Alton. Box Board & Paper Co. vs. Til. 
Terminal R. R. Co. et al.; case 7323 
(35 I. C.-C., 1-2). Rates charged for 
the transportation of straw from 
points on the Missouri, Kansas & 
Texas Railway to Alton, Ill., not found 

‘unreasonable or unjustly discrimina- 
nag OF Complaint dismissed. July 31, 


p. 244, 
American Coal & Coke Co. vs. M. C. 

R. R. Co.; case 7261 (36 I. C. C., 
195-197). On complaint that defend- 
ant unjustly discriminates against and 
unduly prejudices complainant by re- 
fusal to extend credit to it with re- 
: to freight and demurrage 

charges accru on carloads of coal 
held at Windsor, Canada, and De- 
troit, Mich., while extending credit 
to competitors under like circum- 
stances; Held, That the evidence fails 
to show that complainant is discrim- 
inated against or prejudiced within 
br meaning of the act. Oct. 23, p. 


mory & Co. vs. S. P. Co, et al.; case 
7401 (36 I. C. C., 291-292). By an 
amen nt filed more than two years 
after a shipment was delivered the 
consignor was made a party com- 
nant to a petition for reparation 
led by the consignee within two 
ears after delivery; Held, That so 
as Aa consignor is concerned the 
claim is barred. Nov. 6, ‘hice 
Anthracite coal; rates to jens and 
se points; see oe; p. 


Anthracite Coal ; see Coal; p. 436. 
Arizona Corporation Re A; 
T. & S. F. Ry. Co, et al.; see Pacific 
vs. Southern Pacific 

et al.; p. 172. 


Athens Glass Co, et al. vs, 7m & O. 
R. R. Co. et al.; case 6861 (35 L. C. C., 
22-26). Carload and less-t -carload 
rates on glass tumblers; window 
glass; lamp shades, not cut; inkwells; 
inkstands, not cut; common glass- 
ware, n. 0. s.; Skylights; roofing and 
floor glass; jolished wire glass ex- 
ceeding 120 inches and polished wire 
glass not exceeding 120 inches, from 
Morgantown, W. Va., to Buffalo, N. 
Y.; Chicago, Ill; Cincinnati, Cleve- 
land, Columbus and Youngstown, 
Ohio; Detroit, Mich.: Indianapolis 
Ind.;, Louisville, Ky.; Minneapolis and 
St. Paul, Minn.; Pittsburgh, Pa., and 
St. Louis, Mo., considered: Held, 
That said rates, except ‘those to 
Youngstown, Cleveland and Buffalo, 
are unjustly discriminatory against 
Morgantown, W. Va., and defendants 
required to apply rates fof the future 
that shall not exceed the rates con- 
temporaneously in effect from _ the 
Clarksburg or Pittsburgh district. 
To Youngstown, Buffalo and Cleve- 
land the present differentials. exist- 
ing between Morgantown and Pitts- 
burgh and between Morgantown and 
Clarksburg in the different class 
rates ordinarily applicable to the re- 
spective glass articles herein con- 
cerned shall not be exceeded in mak- 
ing any readjustment hereunder of 
the rates to these points from Mor- 
gantown. July 31, p. 242. 


Creamery Co. 


‘Atlas Coal & Coke Co. vs. P. R. R. Co. 


et al.: case 6849 (36 I. C..C., 239-240). 
Charges collected for the transporta- 
tion of a carload of coal from Viola 
Colliery No. 1, Pa., to Calvert yard, 
Baltimore, Md., reconsigned to Can- 
ton Piers, Baltimore, Md., not found 
to have been. unreasonable. Com- 
plaint dismissed, Oct. 30, p. 909, 

Baggage checking: rules and reeula- 
tions governing checking of baggage 
on combination of tickets; I and S 
564 (35 I. C. C., 157-162). Provosed 
rules prohibiting the through check- 
ing of baggage and sale of through 
parlor or sleeping-car tickets on com- 
bination tickets found not justified. 
Aug. 14, p. 386; effective date post- 
poned, p. 578. 

Bascom-French Co, et al. vs. A. T. & 
S. F. Ry. Co. et ‘al.; case 5764 (34 
T. C. C., 388-389). Rate of 34 cents 
per 100 pounds for the transportation 
of lumber and articles taking the 
lumber rate in carloads from Texas 
and Louisiana’ producing territory to 
Las Cruces, N. Mex., found unreason- 
able to the extent that it exceeds 
28 cents per 100 pounds. Reparation 
denied. R. B. Daniel for complain- 
ants. July 10, p. 65. 

Belknap, C. C., Glass Co. vs. Great 
Northern Ry. Co. et al.; case 7389 (36 
I. C, C., 322-323). Rate of $1.50 per 
100 pounds found to have been cor- 
rectly applied on shipments of plate 
glass from Jam ae City, Pa., to Seat 
tle, Wash., not found to Gees 
been anroheieebie or unjustly dis- 
criminatory. Complaint dismissed; 
Nov. 27, p. 1093. 

Bergman, D., & Co., vs. C. & N. W. Ry. 
Co. et al.; case 7086 and others (37 
I. C. C., 71-72). Defendants’ ~ rates 
for the transportation of green salted 
hides, in carloads, from St. Paul and 
Minneapolis, Minn., to Chicago, TIL, 
and Chicago rates-points found to be 
unreasonable to the extent that they 
exceed the rates contemporaneously 
in effect from the same points to the 
same destinations Ba packing-house 
products; Dec. 25, 1311. 

Bergman, ‘Paul, vs. Fruinols Central R. 
R. Co. et al.: case 7638 (36 I. C. C.. 
306-307). Upon complaint alleging 
that complainant requested of the 
ticket agent at St. Louis, Mo., two 
round-trip homeseekers’ tickets to 
Goliad, Tex., and erroneously was fur- 
nished two "straight one-way tickets 
from St. Louis to Goliad, that the 
mistake was not discovered until after 
complainant 
and that one-way tickets were pur- 
chased at Goliad for the return trans- 
portation: Held, ~That lainant 
failed to exercise reasonable ce, 
and that as lawful fares were col- 
lected which are not shown to have 


had boarded the train- 


control; 
Chesapeake Bay and 1 
thereto (35 I. ©. C., 692-701). oe 
application of the Pennsylvania Rai: 
road Co. and certain of its subsidiary 
and of the Baltimore, 
e & Atlantic Railway Co. 
and the Maryland, Delaware & Vir- 
ginia malway Co., under Section 5 
of the Act to regulate commerce as 
amended by the Panama Canal act, 
for authority to continue the opera- 
tion of steamers on the Niner oem 
Bay and rivers tributary thereto; 
it appearing that the Maryland; bein 
ware & Virginia Railway Co., which 
directly ewns and operates some of 
the steamer lines involved, is con- 
trolled through stock ownership by 
the Baltimore, Chesapeake & At- 
lantic Railway Co., which directly 
owns and operates the other steamer 
lines involved, and that the latter 
company is likewise controlled through 
stock ownership by the Pennsylvania 
Railroad Co. and its subsidiary com- 
panies; Held: (1) That substantial 
competition does or may exist on the 
eastern but not the western shore of 
the Chesapeake Bay between the rail 
lines of the petitioners and the 
steamer lines the subject of the ap- 
plications, (2) That the steamer 
lines operating between Baltimore, 
Md.,. and Claiborne and Love Point, 
Md., respectively, are necessary ex- 
tensions of the rail lines of their di- 
rectly owning carriers. (3). That it 
is not shown that the present opera- 
tion by ‘the petitioners of the steamer 
lines between Baltimore and the east- 
ern shore, other than those last above 
named, is in the interest of the pub- 
lic and of advantage to the com- 
merce and convenience of the people, 
and that~-the continuance of such 
ownership and operation will neither 
exclude, prevent nor reduce competi- 
tion on the routes by water. Aug. 
28, p. 514. 
Boat line control; Lehigh Valley case; 
see lake lines application; p. 1246. 
Boat line eontrol; appiication of South- 
ern Pacific Co. under Panama Canal 
act relative to Sacramento Transpor- 
eiien Co.; case 6648 (34 I. Cc. C., 
648-651). "Upon application of the 
Southern Pacific Railway Co. and the 
Central Pacific Railway Co., under 
the provisions of Section 5 of the 
Act to regulate commerce as emanmna 
by the Panama Canal act, for 
extension of time beyond July 1, 1914. 
during which the operation of the 
Sacramento Transportation Co., in 
which petitioners own stock, may be 
continued; Held: (1) That the South- 
ern Pacific Co, does compete for traf- 
fic with the transportation company 
in -its operation on the Sacramento 
River and connecting waters within 
the meaning of the act. (2) That 
the operation of the boat line is im 
the interest of the public and of ad- 
vantage to the convenience dnd com- 
merce of the people; that its con- 
tinued operation by the transportation 
company, in which petitioner. is in- 
terested through ownership of stock, 
will neither exclude, prevent nor re- 
duce competition on the route by 
water, and that a continuance of such 
operation should be permitted. July 
31, p. 239. 
Brenner, Ferd, Lumber Co. vs. Mor- 
’s Louisiana & Texas R. R. & 
. S. Co.; case 6909 (34 I. C. C., 630- 
683). Rates charged for the inter- 
state transportation of carload ship- 
ments of logs, milled in transit ot 
Alexandria, La., found unreasonable 
and unlawful. Reparation awarded. 
July 31, p. 236. 
ge ay Cotton, Oil and Ice Co. vs. 
Ve & R. R. Co.; Fourth Section 
feation 601, etc.; rates on bitu- 
nous coal to Mississipp! Pile # a). 
carr: ease 4872 (36 I. C. 
(1) Carriers authorized to soonihis 
rates on coal from mines in Tilinois, 
Kentucky, Tennessee and Alabama to 
Memphis, Tenn., Natchez; Miss., 
Baton Rouge, Bayou Sara, Plantation 
group, Kenner and New Orleans, 
and group, Gulfport, Miss., and 
bile. Ala., lower than rates to inter 
e points. (2) Carriers author- 
ized to continue rates on coal from~ 
mines in Illinois and Kentucky te 


companies, 
Chesa 
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Greenville and Vicksburg, Miss., lower 
than rates to intermediate points. (3) 
Authority to continue rates on™ 

via indirect routes from mines in Illi- 
nois, Kentucky, Ténnessee and Ala- 
bama to junction and common ts 
in Mississippi Mew od territory 
than rates to termediate points 
granted. (4) authority to continue 

' rates on coal from mines in Illinois 

and Kentucky to Bemis, Gibbs, Hum- 
boldt, Jackson McKenzie, 
Paris, Union City, Martin and Rives, 
Tenn., lower than rates to interme- 
diate points denied. (5) Authority to 
continue rates via direct lines from 
Ajabama mines to Aberdeen, Acker- 
man, Columbus, Ellisville, Enterprise, 
Hattiesburg, Holl Springs, Jackson, 
Laurel, Newton, Meridian, Starkville, 
Vicksburg and West Point, Miss., and 
Grand Junction and Middleton, Tenn., 
lower than rates to intermediate 
points denied. (6) Reasonable maxi- 
mum rates on bituminous coal from 
mines in Illinois, Kentucky and Ala- 
bama to Dyersburg, Tenn., Grenada, 
Oxford and Kosciusko, Miss., and 
saan points prescribed; Nov. 27, p. 
1114 

Cape Girardeau ——— Cement . 

vs. St. L. & BS. R. R. Co. et 

case 7109 (35 I. e C., 109- -130). rit 
tes on cement in carloads from 

Cape Girardeau, Mo., to points in 

southern Arkansas, which are not at 

least 3 cénts ‘per 100 pounds lower 
than the rates contemporaneously ap- 
plicable from St. Louis, Mo., to the 
same points, found unjustly discrim- 
inatory. (2) Rates on cement ‘in car- 
loads from Cape Girardeau, Mo., to 
points-in Louisiana west of the Mis- 
sissippi River, to points in Mississippi, 
except ts on the Mississippi River, 
and to points in Kentucky and Ten- 
nessee west of the Tennessee River, 
except Paducah, Ky., and Memphis, 

Tenn., which are not at least 2 cents 

per 100 pounds lower than the rates 

from St. Louis, Mo., to the saime 
points, found unjustly discriminatory. 

(3) Combination rates on cement in 

carloads from Cape Girardeau, Mo., 

to- points in southern Illinois found 
unreasonable and unjustly discrimi- 
natory in favor of competing points 
in Missouri, [Illinois and Indiana. 
Reasonable maximum joint rates: pre- 


oop for the future. Aug. 14, p. 
Carey, ne Mfg. Co. etal. vs. G. T. 


W. Ry. Co. et al.; case 7453 (36 I. 
C. C., 203-207). Upon complaint that 
rates on asbestos sand in carloads 
from Robertson, Thetford and Sher- 
brooke, Quebec, to Lockland and 
Rockdale, Ohio, are unreasonable and 
unjustly discriminatory, Held: (1) 
Rates in question do not conform to 
the general adjustment of rates be- 
tween the Canadian territory of 
origin and the group in which these 
Gestinations are located; the rates 
on asbestos to Rockdale and Lock- 
land are higher than from the same 
points of origin to Chicago and Mil- 
waukee, while the rates on asbestos 
fiber from the same points of origin 
to Rockdale. and Lockland me Jower 
than from the same points of origin 
to Chicago and Milwaukee, the fiber 
. being a lighter loading commodity 
and much more valuable than the 
sand. The rates attacked are there- 
fore unjustly discriminatory against 
complainants. ec Following Interna- 
ar we ts 4 Co, vs. D. & H. 

1 and cases therein cited, 
the ny ee Bt Be s jurisdiction in con- 
nection with transportation to or 
from an adjacent foreign coun is 
over that portion of the transporta- 
tion within the confines of the United 
Sta 


tes. The Commission cannot, 
therefore, prescribe joint Pannen ot 
rates from points in Canada to points 


in the United States, but it can con- 
trol the rates which the am in the 
Moy a States . rge for services 
within the 
Toit eee from and to points in 
. Canada are a convenience to the pub- 
lic and ~ shippers and should be 
mor ge Ae iF ae wen! yori > pe = 
that the endants will comp 
the findi that the rates to NF ge 
land and 
criminatory to 
exceed the rates a ce actiinnaets 
maintained to Chicago or Milwaukee 


\ 


United States. | 





by proper miminatinaih of the pres- 
= Point through rates. If this is 
not done an order will be entered re- 
quiring the defendants that are sub- 
ject to our jurisdiction tq establish 
in lieu of the present rates joint or 
local rates from the ports of entry 
in the United States to Lockland and 
Rockdale which shall be no higher 
‘than those contemporaneously main- 
ag 2. Chicago or Milwaukee. Oct. 


Chairs, classification of; I. and S. 609 
(36 I. C. C., 243-246). Proposed in- 
ting on common chairs in 

in Western Classification 
territory, from fourth class, mini- 
mum 12,000 pounds, to third class, 
minimum 10,000 pounds, found not 
justified. Oct. 30, p. 

Cheese; rates to Arkansas points; see 
a ay Echols & Co. et al. vs, 

Co. et al; p. 238. 
city’ Bf and Supply Co. vs. Cc. & N, 


Ry. Co. et sat case 6356 (36 I. C. G: 
514-518). ching charges at Chi- 
cago, Iil., ay carload shipments of ice 


from Salem and Antioch 
Chicago, not found unjustly discrim- 
inatory eparation denied and com- 
plaint t dismissed: Dec. 4, p. 1161. 

Class and commodity rates trom Louis- 
ville and Cincinnati to Alexandria, 
Va.; Fourth Section Applications 1648, 
4966, 1952, 1561 (36 I. C. C., 317-321). 
(1) Application of the Southern Ry. 
Co. for authority to continue to charge 
class and commodity rates from Cin- 
cinnati, Ohio, to Alexandria, Va., in 
connection with the Cincinnati, New 
Orleans & Texas Pacific Ry. Co. via 
Harriman Junction, Tenn., lower than 
rates concurrently applicable on like 
traffic to intermediate points on the 
line of the Southern Ry. between 
Alexandria and Orange, Va., granted. 
(2) Authority to continue to charge 
class and commodity rates from 
Louisville, Ky., and Cincinnati, Ohio, 
to Alexandria, Va., in connection with 
the Chesapeake & Ohio via 
Orange, Va., lower than rates concur- 
rently applicable on like traffic to in- 
termediate points on the line of the 
Southern Ry. between Alexandria and 
Orange, Va., denied; Nov. 20, p. 1038. 

Cleveland Salt Co. vs. Pennsylvania Co. 
et al.; case 7270 (34 I. C. C., 638-639). 
(1) Charges for the storage "of a@ car- 
load of salt at La Grange, Ga., not 
shown to have been unreasonable or 
unjustly discriminatory. Complaint 
dismissed, (2) Carriers ordinarily do 
not impose storage charges for profit, 
but to prevent congestion of their 
terminals; storage charges of public 
wafehouses do not therefore afford 
a fair test of the reasonableness of 
storage charges imposed by carriers. 
July 24, p. 189. 


Wis., to 


Coal; allowances on anthracite coal at} 


Hauto and Nesquehoning, Pa.; I. and 
S. 661 (36 I. C. C,, 164-171). The 
Central Railroad Co. of New. Jersey 
proposed by the tariffs under suspen- 
sion to pay to the Lehigh Coal & 
Navigation Co. certain lateral’ allow- 
ances out of the rates on. shipments 
of anthracite coal from Hauto and 
Nesquehoning, Pa.; Held: That the 
allowances would effect unlawful dis- 


~ erimination and constitute unlawful 


. Tariffs ordered canceled. 
Oct. 16, p. 794. 

Coal pase from Illinois mines to Omaha 
= ye points; I. and 8. 525 (34 

-C. C., 623-626). Proposed increase, 
om $4.05 to $3.25 per net ton, in 
the: rate on bituminous coal from 
points on the Souther Railway in 
the Belleville district in Illinois to 

eb., and points grouped 
therewith, found to have been justi- 
fied. July 24, p. 175. 

Coal; in re rates, divisions, rules, regu- 
lations and practices governing trans- 
portation of railroad fuel and other 
coal; case 7983 (36 I. C. C., 1-16). 
(1) The character of a shipment and 
not. formal incidents, such as billing, 
determines the rate and divisions ap- 
plicable. The rates and divisions to 
points of actual destination must be 
applied to railway fuel coal ship- 

ments here involved, and the appli- 

eation of rates and divisions to fic- 
titious billed destinations is unlawful 
and cannot be justified the theory 
that such rates and di Ss would 
be proper rates and di s to*the 
average point of actual tion. 


Coal 





(2) A railroad company as shipper is 
entitled to the same consideration as 
any commercial shipper and no es 
even when the shipinent geet 
part over the rails of such 
company. It follows that in” see pene 
case the carrier is entitled to a di- 
vision of the joint through rate. But 
the division must be fixed the 
same considerations which would de- 
termine divisions upon a thro com- 
mercial shipment in which the rail- 
road had no interest other than that 
of carrier. The divisions now re- 
ceived out of the joint rate on sup- 
piy coal by the Seaboard Air Line, 
the -Atlantic Coast Line, and the 
Charleston & Western Carolina Rail- 
way Co. for the hauls from. their 
junctions are special and 

divisions. (3) The Commission may 
fix divisions when a railroad com- 
pany is the shipper or is..owned by 
the shipper so that the division of a 
through rate might be the means of 
indirectly reducing transportation 
charges or effecting discriminations. 
Divisions here involved will not be 
fixed by order at this time, but car- 
riers will be expected to adjust ne 
to meet views herein expressed, 

The Commission may order that waa 
divisions be filed with it, and it is 
so ordered as to the divisions 
plicable to fuel coal Gr > Seine he n 
involved. Aug. 21, p. 


and coke; bituminous coal and 
coke rates from mines and ovens in 
Alabama, Illinois, Kentucky and Ten-. 
nessee to Mississippi River crosuings 
and various junc points 

souri, ar ae a one Louisiana; L. 
and 8. 569 (35 C., 187-203). (2) 
Proposed Fn rates on coal to 
New Orleans, La., Memphis, Tenn., 
po aggee Natchez an aaa port, 

Miss., Baton Rouge, La., d certain 
other points.in Mississippi | Louisi- 
ana justified. (2) Propos increased 
rates on coal to Jackson, Vignette 
Newton and certain other points in 
Mississippi and Tennessee not justi- 
fied. Increased rates to Vicksb 
from Illinois and Kentucky justified 
(3) Certain increases as shown herein 
to Meridian and other Mississippi 
points, and to Jackson, Middleton aa 
other points in Tennessee, justified. 
(4) Increased rates on coke to Mis- 
seeee’ M tascsasl points justified. Aug. 
, Pp ~ 


Coal; anthracite coal rates to Chicago 
end 2d points; I. and S. 458 ¢ 
C., 702-705), Following Rates 


for {Transportation of Anthracite Cozl, 
35 I. C. C., 220, the proposed increase 
of 25 cents per gross ton on anthra- 
cite coal, prepared sizes,” from 
Pennsylvania ee to Chicago, Il; 
to points taking Chicago rates; to 
«connecting points between eastern “— 
western lines near Chicago, 


Joliet and Kankakee; and to the 
other connecting ints, Peoria, Bast 
St. Louis and Louis, justitied, 
Aug. 21, p. 468. 
Coal; rates from Oak Hills, Cal.; I. and © 
S. 344 (35 I. C. Cy 456- - 459). This 
jacneee sa ty a is supplementary to. that 


reported in 30 I. C. C., 505. The car- 
riers having published’ the joint rates 
therein fixed by the Commission 
failed to agree upon the divisions 
thereof. The initial line thereupon 
petitioned the Commission to make 
an order a od er the just and 
reasonable divisions of such joint 
rates to be received by each carrier 


party thereto. Divisions -p 
Aug. 21, p, 459. 
Coal; in ‘re rates, practices, rules ‘and 


regulations governing transpontation 


‘of anthracite coal; case 4914 (36 I. C. 


C., 220-455). Pursuant to an order 
of June 10, 1912, a general investi- 
gation was made of the rates, prac- 
tices, rules and regulations ern- 
ing the transportation of anthracite 
coal from the Wyoming, Lehigh und 


Schuylkill regions in the state of 


Pennsylvania to tidewater ports and 
interior points on the lines of the 


initial anthracite carriers: Held: 4 


That ee ag on Ce Bon 
prepared and pea and smaller 

in carloads, applicable from produc- 
ing districts in the Wyoming. aa 
and Schuylkill Bhat ows - in the 

of Pennsylvan to tidewater ports 
certain~ aici interior roe. 
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Concentration and 


: otal ell 
are unreasonable, and the ‘rates on 
anthracite doal, prepared and pca 
sizes, from said districts to other in- 
terior points are unreasonable, and 
reasonable rates fixed for the~future. 
(2) That the respondents by means 
of trackage arrangements and jhe 
free transportation to junction points 
in thé, mining regions of coal ex- 
changed by their allied coal compa- 
nies,. have extended the advantages 
of interline transportation to their 
coal companies to the prejudice of 
other coal shippers to whom inter- 
line transportation at joint rates has 
been denied. Respondents required to 
establish through routes and publish 
joint through rates applicable thereto. 
(3) That anthracite coal is a low- 
grade commodity which is transported 
in vast quantities in trains of maxi- 
mum tonnage. The tonnage loaded 
in each car is much greater than the 
loading of most other classes of traf- 
fic. Most of the anthracite tonnage 
is shipped from coliieries whose daily 
production, measured in carloads, is 
very large. These conditions tend to- 
ward lower operating costs. (4) That 
concessions and offsets granted by 
respondents to their allied coal com- 
panies in the form of interest charges, 
royalty earnings, the use of valuable 
property at inadequate rentals, the 
free use of the carriers’ funds and 
credits, or by other means, are as 
pernicious as direct cash _ rebates. 
Such concessions and offsets are un- 
lawful. (5) That lateral allowances 
paid to a coal shipper in accordance 
with an agreement, alleged to be 
additional compensation for the use 
of a facility furnished by the shipper, 
are unlawful rebates. Aug. 21, p. 
436; effective date postponed, Sept. 4, 
p. 566. 

Coal switching reparation cases at Chi- 
cago; case 4705 and others (36 I. C. 
C., 226-238). Upon presentation of 
the issue whether or not complain- 
ants have been damaged and. are 
entitled to reparation because of the 
payment of charges on carload ship- 
ments of coal, Held: (1) That com- 
lainants in Gilmore & Co. vs, C. & 
Po by Ry. Co. and in Hinners Co. vs. 
that they were damaged by the pay- 
ment of charges “which were found 
to be unjustly discriminatory. In a 
discrimination case the measure of 
damage is not the difference be- 
tween the two rates, but is a fact 
that must be proven with the same 
definiteness as would warrant a judg- 
ment in a court of law. (2) That 
complainants in Lill & Co. vs. C. M 
& St. P. Ry. Co. have been damaged 
and are entitled to reparation to the 
extent of 10 cents per ton on cer- 
tain shipments and 5 cents per ton 
on others because of charges which 
were found to be unreasonable. No 
damage proven on that part of the 
charges which was found to be un- 
justly discriminatory. Oct. 30, p. 896 


Coal from Illinois mines; I. and’S. 595 
(36 I. C. C., 549-551). Following 1915 
Western Rate Advance Case, 35 I. C. 
C., 497, 603-611, proposed increased 
rates on bituminous ceal from Illinois 
mines to west bank Mississippi River 
crossings and other points are found 
justified; Dec. 4, p. 1158. 
Coal; rates on bituminous coal to Mis- 
sissippi Valley territory; see Browns- 
ville Cotton, Oil and Ice Co. vs. L. & 
N.; p. 1114. 
Columbia Gold Mining Co. vs. Oregon- 
Washington R. R. & Navigation Co. 
et al.; case 6830 (35 I. C. C., 42-44). 
Canéeliation by Oregon-Washington 
Railroad & Navigation Co. of a joint 
rate on ore and concentrates in car- 
loads from Baker, Ore., through Port- 
land, Ore., to Tacoma, Northern Pa- 
‘cific Railway from Portland, leaving 
applicable a combination rate based 
on Portland higher than the rate can- 
eeled and also higher than the rate 
applicable on the Oregon-Washipng- 
ton Railroad & Navigation Co.'s 
through line found to have been jus- 
wo Coniplaint dismissed. Aug. 7, 
Pp. A > 
Commutation; see Southern commuta- 
tion fares; p. 247 2 
storage of dairy 


products; see dairy products; p. 460. 

















W. Ry. Co. have not proven 


sah Weald ets gn t eg 
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ne 
Consumers’ Co. vs. C. @ N. W. Ry. Co 


et al.; case 6422 (36 I’ C. C., 259-261). 
Upon complaint of the collection: by 
defendants of unreasonable and 
unjustly discriminatory switching 
charges on ice in the Chicago dis- 
trict, Held: (1) As no attack is made 
upon the totai rates from shipping 
points to final-delivery points or upon 
the line-haul rates to Chicago and the 
terminal switching carriers are not 
made parties. defendant, the question 
of the reasonableness of the rates 
cannot be considered, (2) Defend- 
ants are not shown to have been 
guilty of unjust discrimination, Com- 
paint dismissed. Nov. 6, p. 94 


Crouch, A. B., Grain Co. vs. A. T 


Ss. F. Ry. Co. et al.; case 7518 (36 
I. C. C., 265-267). Rule in South- 
western Lines tariffs, providing for 
deductions in the adjustment of 
claims for loss of grain in transit of 
certain percentages of loading weights 
as representing natural shrinkage, not 
found unreasonable. Complaint dis- 
missed. Nov. 6, p. 945. 


Dairy products; withdrawal of regula- 


tions covering concentration and stor- 
age of; I. and S. 518 (35 I. C. C., 469- 
474). (1) Proposed cancellation of 
rules providing for readjustment of 
aggregate charges on shipments of 
dairy products concentrated in transit 
in western territory justified, and or- 
ders of suspension vacated. (2) Pro- 
posed cancellation of rules as to stor- 
eee transit not justified. Aug. 21, 
Pp. 4 


Danville, Va., City of, et al. vs, South- 


Des Moines commodity rates (34 I. C. 


Des Moines Saw Mill Co. vs. M. 


ern Ry. Co. et al.; case 5027 (34 I. C, 
C., 430-441). (1) The general adjust- 
ment of rates between Danville, Va., 
and points in the west, east and south 
not found to be unreasonable or un- 
justly discriminatory, but in view of 
readjustments in rates from the west 
to points in North Carolina and in 
South Carolina and the establishment 
to such points of rates on grain and 
grain products and on flour lower 
than the class rates, the carriers will 
be expected to establish corresponding 
rates on those commodities to Dan- 
ville. (2) Rate of $2.20 per net ton 
for the transportation of bituminous 
coal to Danville from mines in the 
Pocahontas fields of West. Virginia 
found to be unreasonable and raté of 
ei prescribed for the future. Aug. 
; p. 280. 


C., 281-291). (1) Present commodity 
rates on agricultural implements, as- 
phalt, cement, bottles, mixed paints 
and paper articles from Chieago to 
Des Moines found to require revision, 
but for reasons stated in report no 
order issued at this time. (2) Rates 
on cuetry. lumber and glove leather 
from Chicago to Des Moines found 
unreasonable to the extent that the 
rate on cherry lumber exceeds the 
present fourth-class rate and that the 
rate on glove leather exceeds the pres- 
ent second-class rate. Reparation de- 
nied. (3) Complaints involving class 
and commodity proportional rates be- 
tween Des Moines and the Mississippi 
River on shipments originating at or 
destined to points east of the [llinois- 
Indiana state line dismissed without 


prejudice. July 3, p. 9. 


& St. 
L. R. R. Co, et al; case 7241 (35 I. 
Cc. C., 182-186). ‘Through rates on 
walnut lumber from Des Moines, Ia., 
to points east of the -Illinois-Indiana 
state line composed of proportional 
rates to and from the Mississippi 
River, and joint rates on walnut logs 
from Des Moines, when from beyond, 
to Norfolk and Newport News, Va., 
for export, considered; Held: (1) 
That, following the Interior Iowa 
Cities cases, 29 I. C. C., 537, a rea- 
sonable proportional rate on walnut 
lumber from Des Moines to the 
Mississippi River for the future will 
be 11% cents per 100 pounds. (2) 
That pieces of walnut, as described 
herein, properly are ratable as walnut 
dimension lumber pieces. (3) That 
from Des Moines to Norfolk and New- 

rt News over the lines of the Wa- 
- sh Pw poh ena I ge gy ane 

e cago, r on uincy 
Railroad and its connections the joint 
rate on walnut’ logs for export should 
not exceed the rate on the same com- 
modity from Kansas City to Norfolk 


‘i 


Diamon 
_ 172-174). 





Eastern 


Eastern live stock case; I. and S. 


Pad 









oe oe bait 2} wy ge sg 
cen er pounds. ug. p. 4 
ae Crystal Salt Co. vs. M.@ R. 
R. Co. et al.; case 7282 (36 1. c. C., 
Through rate of 67.4 cents 
per 100 pounds on salt in carloads 
from St. Clair, Mich., to Califcrnia 
terminals not found unreasonable nor 
unjustly discriminatory. Complaint 
dismissed. Oct. 23, p. 843. 


Doors; rates on doors to Louisiana (I. 


and 8. 622); see Oklahoma Traffic 
saa at al. vs. Abilene & Southern; 
p. . 


Duncan, W. S., & Co. et al. vs. N. C. & 


St. L. Ry. et al.; case 1698 (35 I. C. C., 
477-484). On Dec. 7, 1914, the Su- 
preme Court of the United States an- 
nounced its decision reversing the or- 
der of the Commerce Court, which 
order set aside and annulled the order 
.of the Commission in this case, en- 
tered on June 9, 1911, requiring the 
removal of unjust discrimination re- 
sulting from the granting to Nash- 
ville, Tenn., and the denial to Atlanta 
and nine other complaining cities in 
Georgia of the privilege of rebilling 
or reshipping grain, grain ucts 
and hay transported from the Ohio 
and Mississippi river crossings or be- 
yond and destined to points in the 
Southeast, at the through rate from 
origin to final destination. Upon con- 
sideration of the facts of record in 
the original hearings and in the re- 
cent hearings upon rule to show 
cause and upon the applications of 
the defendant carriers under Section 
4 of the Act to regulate commerce; 
Held, That the granting of the said 
privilege to Nashville and the denial 
of it to Atlanta and the other com- 
plaining cities results in a violation 
of Section 3, and that no showing has 
been made, under either Section 3 or 
Section 4, why the Commission’ should 
not enter an order in substantial con- 
formity with the order of June 9, 1911, 
Order entered. Aug. 21, p. 462. 


Oregon Lumber Producers’ 
Assn. vs. Oregon-Washington R. R. & 
Navigation Co. et al.; case 7251 (36 
I. C. C., 526-528). Combination rates 
on lumber, and forest products tak- 
ing the same rate, from Oregon pro- 
ducing points on. the line of Oregon- 
Washington R. R. & Navigation Co. 
to points on the Chicago, rlingto 
& Quincy R. R. south and east 
Hemingford, Neb., Guernsey and 
Cheyenne, Wyo.,. and Brush, Colo., 
to and including Missouri River 
points, found to be unreasonable and 
unjustly discriminatory. Reasonable 
and non-discriminatory joint rates 
prescribed for the future; Dec. 4,-p. 
1154. 

603 


(36 I. C, C., 675-707). (1) Proposed 
increased rates for transportation of 
live stock, except harses and mules, 
in Centrai Freight Association terri- 
tory, found justified to the extent 
found reasonable in this Tenet. (2) 
Certain proposed incr carload 
minima appl cable to live stock when 
transported between points in Central 
Freight Association ,territory, found 
justified; others not justified; (3) Pro- 
posed inc rates for the trans- 
portation of cattle from points in 
Central Freight Association territory 
to ints in Trunk Line and New 
Eng nd Freight Association terri- 
tories, found justified. (4) Proposed in- 
creased rates for the transportation of 
hogs and of sheep or goats in single- 
deck and double-deck cars from points 
in Central Freight Association terri- 
tory to points in Trunk Line and New 
og BO gy econence territories 
ound ju F ertain pro 

increased carload minima apeticable 
to live stock when transported from 


points in Central Freight Association 
territory to points in nk Line and 
New land Freight Association 


territories found justified; others not 
fo npeeaen 4 AGL encrenees pains for aoe 
ransportation of packing-house - 
ucts, packed, dnd packing-house prod- 
ucts, loose, from points in Central 
ht Association territory to points 
in nk Line and New England 
Freight Association territories, which. 
would exceed the classification rates 
on these commodities, found not justi- 
fied. (7) Proposed increased rates 
for the transportation of fresh meat 
from points in Central Freight Asso- 
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ciation territory to points in Trunk 

Line and New and Freight Asso- 

ciation territories found. justified. (8) 

Be, me increased carload minima 

applicable to fresh meat and packing- 

house products, loose, when _ trans- 
ported from points in Central Freight 

Association territory to points in 

Trunk Line and New England Freight 

Association territories found justified. 

(9) Proposed increased rates for the 

transportation of live stock between 

points in Trunk Line territory east 
of the western termini of the trunk 
lines found not justified. (10) Pro- 
posed increased rates for the trans- 
portation of packing-house products 
between points in Trunk Line terri- 
tory east of the western termini of 
the trunk lines found not justified. 
(11) Pro increased carload mini- 
ma applicable to live stock and pack- 
ing-house products, when transported 
between points in Trunk Line terri- 
tory east of the western termini of 
the trunk lines found not justified; 

Dec. 18, p. 1250. . 

East Jersey R. R. & Terminal Co. vs. 
Cc. R. R. of N. J. et al; case 6900; 
Southern Cotton Oil Co. vs. East Jer- 
sey R. R. &-Terminal Co. et al.; case 
6900, Sub. 1 (36 I. C. C., 145-150). 
Upon complaints alleging that cer- 
tain carriems whose lines extend in 
various directions from New York 
Harbor, or from parts of through 
routes leading therefrom, which prior 
to April, 1914, participated with the 
East Jersey, Railroad & Terminal Co. 
in the publication of joint rates be- 
tween various points and New York, 
N. Y., including points in New York 
harbor within the established lighter- 
age limits, had withdrawn from such. 
joint rates with the terminal com- 
pany, thereby leaving in effect rates 
for through shipments’ over the route 
of the terminal company that were 
“unjust and unfair, unduly burden- 
some, discriminato and unlawful;’ 
Held, (1) That a prima facte case has 
been made’ of unjust discrimination 

aero the terminal company and 

shippers on its line. (2) That de- 
fendants have failed to sustain the 
burden of proef imposed upon them 
by law to show that the resulting 
increased rates are just and reason- 
able. (3) That reparation be awarded 
to complainant in No. 6900 (Sub. No. 
1). Sept. 11, p. 609. 

Echols, W. J., & Co. et al. vs. A. & W. 
Ry. Co. et al; case 6409; Rates on 
cheese to Arkansas points; I. and S. 
488 (34 I. C. C., 644-647). (1) The 
proposed advance in rates on cheese 
from Wisconsin producing points to 
points Arkansas not shown to be 
reasonable. (2) The rates theretofore 
in effect between the points in ques- 
tion not found to be untepoenS 
and complaint is therefore dismissed. 
July 31, p. 238. ‘ 


Hisle, Edward, vs. A. T. & 8. F. Ry. 
Co. et al.; case 5235 (36 I C. C., 1%- 
19). Complaints attack retes to 
Phoenix, Ariz., from various points 
of origin on different kinds of gro- 
ceries, hardware and other commodi- 
ties; Held: (1) That certain of de- 
fendants’ rates on potatoes and onions 
are unreasonable. (2) That the com- 
plaint against the other rates under 
attack has not been sustained. (3) 
That reparation will be denied. Aug. 
28, p.. 617. 

Elmore-Benjamin Coal Co. et al. vs. C. 
& O. Ry. Co. et al.; case 6080 (36 I. 
Cc. C., 528-531). Through rates on 
coal in carloads from the Kanawha 
and New River, W. Va., fields on lines 
of the Chesapeake & Ohio Ry. Co*to 
Milwaukee, Wis., not found to be un- 
reasonable. Request for joint rates 
— Complaint dismissed; Dec. 4, 
Pp. “ 

Bste, Charles, Co. vs. A. C. L. R. R. 
Co. et al.; case 7074 (34 I. C. C., 469- 
471)., (1) Demurrage. charges at 
Pinner’s Point, Va., on a carload of 
lumber shipped from Lamar, 8. C., 
destined to Portsmouth, Va., found 
mare been unlawfully assessed. (2) 

maity charge for non-fulfillment of 
certain obligations to vend 
the nature of consequential damages, 
for the satisfaction of which recourse 
must be had to the courts. July 17, 


122. 
Excelsior and flax tow cases; I. and 8. 
170 (36 I. C. C., 349-367). (1) That 


ee is in 





iC ag ea iin 
Cia Stee ls 





certain pro increased rates on 
exceisior and flax tow from Minneap- 
olis, St. Paul and Minnesota ‘1'ransfer, 
Minn., and from Dubuque, lowa, on 
exceisior, to the Missouri River cities 

. have been shown to be reasonable and 
non-discriminatory, and are approved. 
(2) The evidence is insufficient to 
justify the proposed rate to 
Moines, lowa; Nov. 27, p. 1094. 

Express; in re rates, practices and ac- 
counts; case 4198 (35 I. C. C., 3-13). 
Upon petition for a modification of 
our order in this case; Held, ‘hat 
the present revenues of the express 
companies are inadequate. Order 
modified to provide for additional 
revenues. July 31, p. 239. 

Fall River Bieachery vs. A. C. L. R. R. 
Co, et al.; case 7466 (36 I. C. C., 535- 
637). Rail-and-water rates on cotton 
piece goods from Carolina territory to 
Fall Kiver, Mass., not found unrea- 
sonable or unjustly discriminatory. 
Complaint dismissed; Dec. 4, p. 1156. 


Federal Sugar Refining Co. vs. Central 
R. R. Co. of N. Y¥. et al; case 6999 
(35 1. C. C., 488-491). Through route 
and maximum joint rates applicable 
thereto establisned for the trans- 
portation of sugar from Yonkers, N. 
Y., to all points on the line of the 
Central Railroad Co. of New_Jersey. 
Aug. 28, p. 512. 

Fertilizer and materials from New Or- 
jeans; I. and §S. 570 (36 1. C. C., 247- 
249). Proposed increased rates on do- 
mestic fertilizer and fertilizer ma- 
terials from New Orleans and other 
Louisiana points found to have been 
justified. Orders of suspension vya- 
cated. Oct. 30, p. 902. , 


Florence Wagon Works vs. M., O. & G. 
Ry. Co. et al.; case 7145 (36 IL. C. C., 
600-652). Through rate charged for 
the transportation of a cariead of 
wagon felloes in the rough from 
Achille, Okla., to Florence, Ala., found 
unreasonable to the extent that the 
rate charged for the portion of the 
haul from Memphis, Tenn., Florence 
exceeded the rate concurrently in ef- 
fect on lumber. Reparation awarded; 
Dec, 11, p. 1198. 


Foster Lumber Co. vs. Clatskanie 
Transportation Co. et al; case 6780 
(36 I. c. C., 190-194). In view of 
carriers’ adjustment of rates subse- 
quent to the filing of this complaint, 
and in view of their proffer of addi- 
tional through routes with joint rates 
applicable thereto, rates from points 
in Oregon, Washington and Idaho to 
destinations on the Teton Basin 
branch of the Oregon Short»-Line R. 
R. held not unjust or unreasonable. 
Reparation denied. Oct. 23, p. 847. 


Foster Lumber Co. vs. G. C. & 8. F. 
Ry. Co. et al.; case 6711 (36 I. C, C., 
241-242). Demurrage c as- 
sessed on six carloads of lumber held 
at Fostoria, Tex., for proper billing 
instructions not found to have been 
collected improperly. Complaint dis- 
missed... Oct. 30, p. 901. 


Fourth Section Application 1531, etc.; 
through rates from Buffalo, Pitts- 
beree and Central Freight Association 
territories (36 I. C. C., 325-328). The 
rates applied on ae shipments 
from points in Central ight Asso- 
ciation and Buffalo-Pittsburgh terri- 
tories to points south of the Ohio and 
east of the sles rivers exceed 
in some instances the aggregates of 
the intermediate rates, in contraven- 
tion of the’provisions of the fourth 
section of the act; Held, That car- 
riers have not justified the continu- 
ance of such rates and fourth section 
relief denied; Nov. 27, p. 1093. 

Fourth Section Application 631; see 
Oklahoma ‘Traffic Assn. et al. vs. 
Abilene & Southern; p. 1100. 

Fourth section coal 
Brownsville Cotton, Oil and Ice Co. 
vs. L. & N.; p. 1114. 

Gile, H. S., & Co. et al. vs. Southern 
Pacific Co. et al.; case 3589 (34 I. = 


commodity rates to Willamette Val- 
ley and points south of Portland, 
Ore., made by adding to the rates 
to Portland the local c rates from 
oo bt a soeee unrea- 
sonable, ugh not unduly prefer- 
ential to points between Portland and 


Tacoma. easonable rates pi 
for the future. July 3, p. 19. 


situation; see: 









Gilmore, T. W., & Co. et al. vs. & 
N. W’ RY’ Co. at ahr nes coal cela” 


inj reparation cases at Chicago; p. 


Globe Grain and Ming Co. vs. A., T. 
& S. F. Ry. Co. et al.; case 7 
‘ aor C., by laa dA R de nt at : A - 
‘ornia milling points an e gran 
at Ogden, tah; A boane ne po | 
Beden, N, Mex.; El Paso, Tex., and 
points: east thereof, of transit ar- 
rangements on grain ship from 
Kansas, Nebraska, Colorado, Okla- 
homa and Texas, the products of 
which are distributed -in California; 
found _not to be unduly prejudicial to 
California millers. omplaint dis- 
missed; Dec. 18, p. 1246. 

Glucose from Chicago; I. and S. 593 (36 
I. C. C., 379-385). Proposed increased 
carload rates on glucose from Chicago, 
Ill., to points in Pennsylvania and 
Trunk Line territory and for e rt 
tia ports justified; Nov. 

p. 

Goldfield cases; inquiry and investiga- 

- tion concernin, 
rates from various points™in the U. 
S. to points on certain railroads in 
Nevada; case 6996; Goldfield Consoli- 
dated Mines Co. vs. Southern Pacific 
Co. et al; rehearing of case 7273 (34 
I. C. C., 360-378). (1) There is prac- 
tically no general freight traffic on 
the Tonopah & Goldfield R; R., Bull- 
frog-Goldfield R. ‘ Vegas 
Tonopah R. R. and ‘Tonopah & Tide- 
water R. R. north of Ryan, Cal, ex- 
cept the transportation of supplies to 
Tonopah, Goldfield and Millers, Nev. 
(2) The lines of these railroads 
through =n arid and mountainous re- 

cu, barren of timber and nearl 

evoid of other vegetation, wit 
severe grades and difficult paren 
conditions. (3) The scale o 
paid to employes is necessarily 
than in other sections of the United 
States. (4) The traffic is so light 
and the revenues are so meager that 
only one of these roads has been able, 
since the date of its construction, to 
meet its operating expenses and fixed 
charges. (5) The outlook for the 
future of these lines is not encourag- 
ing. (6) The roads are apparently 
being operated wit reasonable 
economy consistent with good serv- 
ice. (7) The rates to these Nevada 
points are on a higher level than the 
rates for like distances jin other 

_ parts of the country. (8) e rates 
complained of in the cases above cited 
not found unreasonable. Complaints 
dismissed. July 17, p. 109. 

Grain elevation allowances at Kansas 
City, ete.; I. and §S. 541 (34 1. Gc. C. 
442-447). Proposed cancellations o 
existing allowances for elevation at 
. Kansas City, Mo., and other points, 
of in and seeds, when not for ex- 
port, destined to all points west and 
southwest of the Missouri River and. 
in Louisiana west of the Mississippi 


reasonableness of | 


River found to be justified. July 24, - 
p. 160. ’ 


Grain, rates on, milled in transit at 
Lawrenceburg, Ind., and other points; 
I. & S. 571 (35 IL. C. C., 27-32). Pro- 

from East 8t. 

uis, Ill., applicable via Louisville, 
Ky., and Cincinnati, O., to points in 
southeastern or California territories, 
on grain milled in transit at ints 
between East St. Louis and nein- 
nati, found not to have been justi- 

Ghiim to. the Meathwey 3 
rain to e uthwest; I. and §, 598 
(36 ge i 660 ne le ‘ in- 
ereased rates on grain from on 
the Great Northern Ry. in Min - 
and South Dakota to points on the 
Kansas City Southern Ry. in 
Missouri and Oklahoma and points on 
the Union Pacific R. R. in Ka 
found to have been justified. Order 

A samce vacated; Dec. 11, p. 


_ Gray, C. L., Lumber Co, vs. A., T. & 
N. Ry. Co: et al.; case 7919 (36 I. C. 
C., 376-378). Rate of 20% cents per 
100 pounds for transportation of lum- 
ber in carloads from Ward, Ala.. to 
Memphis, Tenn., found to have been 


‘ 


unreasonable to the extent that it . 


exceeded 14% cents. Reparation 

awarded; Dec. 4, p.. 1150. or 
Greater Des Moines Committee vs. M. 
- & L.-R. R rs 6943 


(36 I. C. C., 538-539). Proposed + 
.modity rates to Des Moines, — 






from Chicago, Ill, based upon the 
rates from Chicago to the Mississippi 
River, plus a m prorate of the 
rates from the Mississippi River to 
the Missouri River found a be rea- 
sonable for the future; Dec. 4 
Haskew Lumber. Co. vs. N. > 
L. Ry. et al.; case 6309 (34 I 
333- es qa) Rates on lumber from 
South Pittsburg, Tenn, to Ohio mer 
anaes of 17c per 100 pounds 
to Mississippi River crossings of ne 
_. not shown to be unreasonable or un- 
justly discriminatory aatiat South 
' Pittsburg in favor of Chattanooga, 
Tenn. (2) The intention of the 
framers is not controlling with oe 
spect to the meaning of a tariff, which 
is to be construed according to its 
language. Upon interpretation of the 
tariff here in question, complainant 
found to have been overcharged on 
shipments which have been assessed 
~ ia in excess of 13e. July 3, p. 


0. 
Henderson Commercial Club vs. Ilinois 
Central R. R.'Co. et al; case 7286 
(36 I. C. C., 20-29). (1) Present ad- 
een a of rates at the Evansville- 
enderson river crossing found un- 
justly discriminatory. Defendants re- 
quired to remove the discrimination. 
(2) Carriers required to provide for 
the rehandling of grain at Henderson, 
Ky., under the through rates from 
points in Illinois to Virginia cities, 
upon the “ve terms ‘as at Louisville. 
Aug. 28, p. 

Himmelberger- Harrison Lumber Co, vs. 
St. L. & 8S. F. R. R. Co. et al.; case 
6747 (36 I. C. C., 262-265). Propor- 
tional rate of 7 cents per 100 pounds 
charged for the transportation - of 
lumber and lumber products in car- 
loads from Morehouse, Mo., to 
Thebes, Ill., destined to points in 
Central Freight Association, Trunk 


Line and other territories, found un- 
reasonable to the extent that it ex- 
ceeded 5.5 cents per 100 pounds, pre- 
scribed as a reasonable maximum 
ay ge rate for the future. Nov. 
D. “ . 


Hogs; rates between Salt Lake City 
and eee ints; I. and §. 537 
(34 I. Cc. C., -629). Proposed in- 
creased rates hee the transportation 
of hogs in carioads between points on 
respondent’s line in- Utah and points 
in California found to be justified and 
sage of suspension vacated. July 24, 
p. 2 

Houston Packing Co. vs. Houston East 
& West Texas Ry. Co. et al.; case 7542 
(36 I. C. C., 672-674). On ‘complaint 
that the rates on packing-house prod- 
ucts and fresh meats from Houston, 
Tex., are higher than from Fort 
Worth, Tex.; Held, (1) That the pres- 
ent rates from Houston to Salt Lake 
City, Utah, Kansas City, Mo., Omaha, 
Neb., Chicago, lk, and. Milwaukee. 
Wis., are unjustly discriminatory to 
the extent that they exceed rates 
made on certain differentials over the 
rates from Fort Worth. (2) That the 

resent rates from Houston to Little 
ock Ark., on fresh meats, and to 
Oklahoma City, Okla., on packing- 
house products, are unjustly discrim- 
inatory to the extent that they ex- 
ceed the mileage scale basis of rates, 
Unreasor in Investigation of Alleged 
oo tae Rates on Meats, 22 I. C. 
31. Cc. C., 656, contempo- 
reneously’ applied from Fort Worth. 
(3) That the present relationship, as 
pene Arad pea and bya Worth, on 
packing-house products to 
eo ae Fittie Rock, Hope, 
and Marianna, Ark., an 
meats to Denver and Marianna is not 
shown to be eee TT ay or discrim- 
inatory; Dec, 18, p. 124 

Ice; rates to Long Branch and other 
stations *, New Jersey; I. and S. 
568 (35 L C., 73-76). (1) Proposed 
increases AS ‘respondents’, carload rates 
on ice from points in New Jerse 
eastern Pennsylvaia on the 
ware, Lackawanna & Western Rail- 
road to points in ay Jersey on the 

Branch Railroad 
Schedules 


‘Industrial Railways case, second; 


Iowa Board of 


in box cars and $1.48 in ice cara. 
Reparation denied. 


that it seeks authority to continue 
rates on ice from points on the Dela- 
ware, Lackawanna & Western Rail- 
road in New Jersey and eastern 
Pennsylvania to Long Branch, N. J., 
and a south thereof on the New 
York & Long Branch Railroad, lower 
than the rates concurrentl in effect 
a intermediate points. ug. 7%, Dp. 


Imperial Valley Oil & cette ca. vs. 


P. Co. et al.; case 6853 (35 I. C. 
C., 215-219). Rates charged. by de-. 
fendants for the transportation of 
cottonseed mea] and cake in carloads 
from El Centro, Cal, to Galveston, 
Tex., for export, ‘and to El Paso, Tex., 
found to have ‘been unreasonable. 
Rates established by defendants for 
the transportation of cottonseed meal 
and cake in carloads from Calexico, 
Cal., to Galveston, Tex., for export, 
found unreasonable. Reasonable rates 
prescribed for the future and oe 
tion awarded. Aug. 21, p. 4, 
in re 
allowances to short lines of railroad 
serving industries; case 4181; cancel- 
lation of rates in connection with 
small lines by carriers in official 
classification; l. and 8: 414 (34 L C. 
C., 596-608). Trunk lines in official 
classification territory: filed tariffs 
canceling joint rates with an allow- 
ance to all industrially owned lines; 
Held: (1) That the principles of the 
Industrial Railways case, 29 I. C. C., 
212, do not apply to certain of the 
lines with wh joint arrangements 
have been canceled by the tariffs here 
involved. (2) That some of the in- 
dustrial lines here involved are dis- 
tinguishable from those in the Tap 
Line cases, 234 U. 8., 1, only in that 
the tap lines here are not located 
within a territory from which rates 
are made under a large blanket of 
originating points. (3) That some of 
the industrial lines, while maintain- 
ing the form of common carriers, are 
in effect performing. only private 
transportation. (4) That some of the 
industrial lines, like the tap lines, 
should have joint rate arrangements 
with the trunk lines but that the 
basis of rates should be revised. (5) 
That some of the industrial lines have 
taken on the form of common car- 


riage by means of leases of facilities | 


of the trunk lines and that such an 
arrangement in ¢c mn cases is a de- 
vice to defeat the law. (6) That 
some of the industrial lines are not 
common carriers in any sense and fall 
within the principles laid down in 
the General Biectric case, 14 I. C.. C., 
237. (7) Principles expressed and 
limitations defined under which ar- 
rangements may be made between the 
trunk lines and industrial lines for 
the interchange of transportation. 
July 17, p. 123 

og Commissioners 
vs. Arizona 


rn R. 
case 5241 (34 I. “a C., 379-330). 
mer order modified to authorize es- 
tablishment from certain Iowa points 
to points in Kansas on and north of 
the main line of the Atchison, Topeka 
& Santa Fe Ry. Co. rates not less 
than those in effect on May 31, 1911. 
July 10, p. 64. 


Iowa State Board of Railroad ele: 
ye. 5 $ 


sioners et al. vs. 
et al.; case 6766 (36 I. & 

85). (1) ‘The Cummins simulans 
has in effect abolished in interstate 
commerce the whole system of re- 
leased rates based on agreed yvalua- 
tions as distinguished from actual 
value. (2) Applying to’ the present 
record the principles. enunciated in 
the Cummins Amendment, 33 I, C, C. 
682; Held: (a) That taking each class 
of animals by itself and making due 
allowance for the minimum, maxi- 

mum, and.average values: ef each as 
shown, by..this Faget od achaduled 
valyations car by t hese defend- 
one JS. their “ilvesstock shipping con- 
are unjustly and unreasonably 
res and not rorseoass tive of the 

shipped poe raleee ‘ ant 
ship: ereunder; ( that nee 
rg rates yg ost 

spec animals, , 

values of which do not PT gg the 
amognts set forth in the report, are, 


Pp. 3 
Jewelers’ 


Kenefick-Quigley-Russell 


~ 


and will be for the future, unreason- 
able to the extent that’ suc! 7 
exceed the present rates 

the present scheduled valuationés: We) 
that defendants’ excess rates for ex- 
cess valuations are unjustly and unrea- 
sonably high; and (d) that reasonable 
rates for the transportation of any 
animal of actua] value exceeding the 
amount specified in the report i 
exceed said present rates by not more 
than 2 per cent of said present rates 
for each 50 per cent or fraction there- 
of of actual value over and above 
Liat atten in the report.. Aug. 28, 


Protective Union et-.al. 

Pennsylvania R. Co, et al.; ieee 
6491 (36 1. Cc. C., 71- 75). Defendants’ 
present regulation. de ining: sample 
baggage held unreasonable. Reason- 
able regulation ee for the 
future. Aug. 28, 526. 

es Se & Brooks vs. C., - & 
D, Ry. Co. et al.; case 6852 (36 I Cc. 
c., 655- 656). (1) Demurrage ‘char ae 
on eae shipments of coal at 
ledo ., found to have been asasined 
iswtully, (2) Defendant’s tariffs not 
shown to have been unreasonable in 
not containin ng a provision permitting 
the waiver of demurrage charges ac- 
cruing because of flood conditions. 
Complaint dismissed; ce. 11, p. 1199. 


Kansas City Live Sto Exchange vs. 
A. T. & 8S. F. ; 
7427 (34 I. C. 
sessment of freight 
selling weights, less 
not found to be unlawful. 
quirement that the variation between 
weights taken on track scales and 
me ~ toe mean weights shail amount to 

s per car as a condition 

i rg aside the one in favor of 
the other found to be unreasonable. 


July 17, p. 121. 

Construction 
Co. vs, Southern Ry. Co. et al; case 
6153 (36 I. C. C., 324). Complaint al- 
leging that the rate charged for the 
transportation of two carloads of 
steam shovel parts from Lynchburg, 
Va., to Barr, Colo., was unreasonable, 
held barred by ae statute of limita- 
tions; Nov. 27, 


1094, 
Kentucky Distilieries and Warehouse" 


Co. vs. L. & N. R. R. Cov et al.; case 
5688. (36 I. Cc. C., 293-303). Present 
rates of the Louisville & Nashville¢ 
R. R. Co. on “distillers’ supplies,” ) 
consisting of corn, rye, malt, empty 
barrels and glass bottles, from Louis- 
ville, Ky., and Cinci me 
Kellers, Silver Creek, Lair 
ville, New Hope, Coon 
Withrow, Ky., not a to be rea- 
sonable. Nov. 13, p. 999. . 
King Powder Co. et al. vs. Penns yivania 
R. Co, et al.; case 7114 (36 L C. .c., 
3. 654). Increased import rates on 
nitrate of soda in carloads from Bal- 
timore, Md., and Philadelphia, Pa., to 
Carrel’ street station, Cincinnat and 
Kings Mills and Morrow, O., found 
not to have been justified. ee. 
tion denied; Dec. Bos. p. 1199. 


Krauss a Lum 


St. L. 
at de aay 


yellow pine 

Tenn., to Somervil le sr 

Tenn., found to have been 
interstate movements 

points in Florida, Miss ipl 

iana and ciedeena (2) te ts 8% 
cents per 100 pounds charged for the 
transportation of interstate vapate 
of dressed yellow pine lumber car- 
oads from Memphis to eee 4 
-and Whiteville not shown have 
been unreasonable or un is- 
criminatory. Nov. 13, p. 


Mountain & Southern Ry. i 
per 100 .pounds higher than 
Gould to interstate destinations; H 
That totes a on paras from Furth are 
unreasonabl ‘ust! judicial 
to the extent that they” exceed, the 
hat hen Goda” cece etn 
e epa 
soars.” "Oct. Pp. ithe 
Lake line application under 
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eration of the ques- 
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Tra 

plated by Section 5 of the Act as 
a ag Held, No reason appears 

ing to show that the previous 
finding of the Commission that the 
Lehigh Valley R. R. Co. does or may 
compete with the Lehigh Valley 
Transportation Co. within the mean- 

,ing of Section 5 as amended, was in 
error. Petition will be dismissed; 
Dec. 18, p. 1246. 

Lebanon Commercial Club vs. L. & N. 
R. R. Co, et al. on rehearing; case 
4678 (35. I. C. C., 204-214). (1) Rates 
from Lebanon, Ky., to Louisville, Ky., 
applicable on interstate traffic, found 
to be umreasonable, and reasonable 
maximum rates for the future pre- 
scribed, which are also found to be 
réasonable from Louisville to Leb- 
anon, (2) Rates between Springfield, 
Ky., and Louisville, applicable on in- 
terstate traffic, found unjustly dis- 
eriminatory in so far as they exceed 
the rates prescribed between Lebanon 
and Louisville. (3) Rates between 
Lebanon and Springfield and Cincin- 
nati, Ohio, found unreasonable in so 
far as they exceed the combinations 
on Louisville. (4) The maintenance 
of rates between Cincinnati and 
Junction City, Ky., lower than the 
rates between Lebanon and Spring- 
field and Cincinnati not found to be 
unjustly discriminatory against Leb- 
anon or Springfield. (5) Reparation 
denied. Aug. 14, p. 404. 

Lehigh Portland Cement Co. vs. B. & 
Oo. 8. W. R. R. Co. et al.; case 6776 
(35 I. C.-C., 14-21). Rates on cement 
in carloads from Mitchell, Ind., to 
Kentucky junction points found un- 
reasonable and unjustly discrimina- 
tory as compared with rates from Su- 
perior, Ohio, and Fordwick, Va., and 
reasonable rates fixed for future, 
which defendants are required to 
publish as joint through rates. July 
31, p. 242. 

Lehigh Valley; petition for reconsidera- 
tion of lake lines application under 
Panama Canal act denied; see Jake 
lines application; p. 1246. 

Lettuce from Texas points; I. and 8. 
602 (36 I. CG) C., 511-513). Proposed 
increased arbitraries on lettuce in 
carloads from East St. Louis .to points 
in Central Freight Association terri- 
tory, on traffic originating in’ Texas, 
found not to_be justified and directed 
to be canceled; Nov. 27, p. 1110, 


Lighterage and storage regulation at 


ew York: I. and 8S. 572 (35 I. C. C., 
47-68). Rail carriers with lines en- 
tering New York from the west and 
from the north filed tariffs proposing 
to increase rates, or to reduce service 
performed under present rates in con- 
nection with delivery and receipt of 
freight at the New York terminal; 
Held: (1) Proposed reduction of 
period of free storage on New Jersey 
shore from 10 to 5. days justified as 
to domestic inbound freight for de- 
livery at New. York. (2) Proposed in- 
creased charge of 1 cent per 100 
pounds for each 10 days or fraction 
thereof for storage on New Jersey 
shore of freight for New York de- 
livery after reduced free storage 
period justified. (3) Proposed in- 
creased charges for handling and 
storing heavy iron and steel articles, 
cooperage stock and. sawed _ stone 
justified. (4) Proposed charge of 3 
cents per 100 pounds on less-than- 
earload lots of westbound freight 
lightered or floated with carload or 
more of lighterage free freight justi- 
fied. (5) Proposed increased ante 
for staking, wiring or cleating ship- 
ments of lumber. telegraph poles, etc., 
justified. (6) Proposed- uction of 
period of free storage on New Jersey 
’ shore m 10 to 5 days of domestic 
inbound freight destined for coast- 
wise transshipment not justified. (7) 


duction of period of mpage of 
less-than-carload — at 

10 to 2 

posed 


t + pee stations from 
days justified. (9) 












ustified.. (10) Proposed discontinu- 
ance of allowance to shippers or.con- 
signees for loading and unloading 
cars on floats not justified. (11) Pro- 
osed minimum charge of $3 for each 
ot of westbound™~ less-than-earload 
freight lightered or floated with -car- 
load or more.of lighterage free freight 
not justified. (12) . Proposed  in- 
ereased. charges for lightering heavy 
articles not justified. (13) Proposed in- 
crease of minimum weight from 10,- 
000 to 20,000 penne for free lighter- 
age of dressed poultry, butter, cheese 
and eggs not justified. (14) Proposed 
increased charges for towing freight 
to certain points outside of free 
lighterage limits not justified. (15) 
As to» proposed increased rates in 
support of which no testimony was 
offered the respondents have not 
sustained the burden of proof im- 
posed upon them by law, and such 
increased rates are not justified. (16) 
Where a terminal service has here- 
tofore been treated by the carriers as 
a part of the transportation service 
covered by the freight rate and regu- 
larly performed by them they may 
not now segregate that service and 
assign to it a separate charge with- 
out” taking into consideration, in or- 
der to justify such charge, the en- 
tire through service of which it forms 
a part and the compensation hereto- 
fore received for such through serv- 
ice. (17) The-tariffs under suspen- 
sion. in addition to other defects, are 
ambiguous. They must be canceled. 
Recommended that opportunity be 
taken by respondents to review all 
regulations affecting terminal service 
at New York, whether involved in 
this proceeding or not, and that re- 
spondents co-operate in harmonizing 
and clarifying such regulations. July 
31, p. 247. 

Little Kanawha report; in re ownership, 
management and control of Little 
Kanawha R. R. Co.; case 7378 (36 I. 
Cy C., 860-649); Dec. 18. p. 1246. 


Live stock; rates from points in Colo- 
rado, South Dakota and other states 
to Omaha and other points; I. and 
S. 409 (35 I. C. C., 682-691). - Proposed 
increased rates for the transportation 
of cattle and sheep in carloads from 
points in Colorado, South Dakota and 
other states to points on the Missouri 
and Mississippi rivers and to Chicago, 
TH., ae not to be justified. Aug. 


~ 21, p. 465. 
Logs; Chattanooga log rates; I. and 8. 


256 (35.1. C. C., 163-171). Upon re- 
hearing; Held: That rates and car- 
load minimum > for certain dis- 
tances prescrib in the original re- 
port, . C. C., 36, should be modi- 
fied. Aug. 14, p. 394. 

Lookout Refining Co. vs. L. & N. R. R. 
Co. et al.- case 7446 (36 I. C. C., 667- 
669). Rate charged for the transpor- 
tation of certain shipments of cotton- 
seed stearine in bags from _ Cincin- 
nati, O., to Chattanooga, Tenn.. found 
to have been unreasonable. . Repara- 
tion awarded; Dec. 25, p. 1310. 

Louden Machinery Co. vs. A. T. & S&S. 
F. Ry. Co. et al.; case 6251 (34 I. C. 
C., yell Western. Classification 
rating applicable to feed or litter car- 
riers in less than carloads, minimum 
weights applicable to the same com- 
modities in straight - carloads, or 
mixed with stalls, stanchion frames, 
or stanchions, and the refusal of de- 
fendants to permit the mixture of 
these com ities in carloads with 
agricultural implements not found to 
be unreasonable or otherwise in vio- 
lation of the Act. Complaint dis- 
missed. July 10, p. 64 


—e Railroad Commisston vs. St. 


uis Southwestern Ry. Co.' et al.; 
case 3918 (34 IL. C. C., 472-480). (1) 
The evidence upon supplemental hear- 
ing shows no material change in 
transportation conditions over the 
lines of defendants, either from or 
toward Shreveport, since this proceed- 
a was first before the Commission. 
(2) Class rates preneespee for trans- 
portation. from Shreveport to points 
in eastern Texas, and also from 
ints het cauhers ons an’ the 

reveport, on e lines e 
defendants. (3) As the - 
tion conditions for the ‘competitive 


wis he tia 
man ne. Jneiwes: are abate 


and consequently 

Classi tion .shall govern on t 

via the lines of these defendants from 
points in eastern Texas t ward 
Shreveport. (4) It is unjust diserim- 
ination for defendants to 

higher rates upon any co 

from Sherevport into eastern Texas 
than are contemporaneously 

for the carriage of such com ity 
for an equa} distance from points 
in eastern Texas toward Shrev: . 
and such commodity .rates should not 
exceed, distance considered, the cor- 
responding rates named herein. (5) 
It constitutes unjust discrimination 
po ima Shreveport for defendants to 
charge higher inbound rates on un- 
compress cotten from eastern 
Texas to Shreveport for concentra- 
tion there than they contemporane- 
ously charge, distance. considered, on 
uncompressed cotton to concentration 
ey age in eastern Texas. July 24, p. 


Louisiana State Rice Milling Co. vs. 
Morgan’s Louisiana & Texas R. R. & 
S. S. Co. et al.; case 6130 (34 I. c. C., 
511-515). Defendants’ so-called 

“shipper’s Igad and count’’ provision, 

indorsed on’ bills of lading covering 

shipments loaded by the shipper and 
not checked by the carrier, not 
shown to be unreasonable or other- 


wise unlawful. Complaint dismissed. 


July 17, p. 129. 
Louisville Board of Trade et al. vs. I. 
C. & 8. Traction Co. et al.; case 5217 
(34 I. C. C., 640-643). Divisions es- 
tablished of joint rates maintained 
over the through route between 
Louisville, Ky., and Indianapolis, Ind. 
and also between Louisville and 
points intermediate. July 31, p. 237. 
Low Moor Iron Co. vs. Ci. & O. Ry. ‘ 
et al.; case 5891 (36 I. C. C.: ste 
Rates on pig iron prescribed from 
certain Virginia furnaces to points re- 
lated to Baltimore, Philadelphia, New 
York and Boston. Oct. 30, p. 895, 


Ludowici-Celadon Co. vs. Florida Bast 
Coast Ry. Co. et al; case 7396 (35 T. 
C. C., 81-82). It is not unlawful for 
carriers uniformed as to contract re- 
lations between consignor and .con- 
signee to make refund of overc 
in the ordinary course of business to 
consignees named in the bill of lad- 
ing. Complaint of consignor dis- 
missed. Aug. 7, p. 287. 

Lumber; Beekman Lumber Co. vs. Tre- 
mont & Gulf Ry. Co. et al.: case 7463 
(36 I. C. C., 368-369). Upon com- 
plaint that the Southern Ry. was 
negligent in not transmitting recon- 
signing orders to connecting carriers 
in order that complainant might take 
advantage of more favorable rates 
than were charged; eld, That the 
allegations of the complaint have not 
been sustained and complaint dis- 
missed; Nov. 27. p. 1106. 

Lumber; rates from Southern points to 
Ohio River crossings and other its; 
I. and §S. 520 (36 LC. C., 13 -140). 
Original —~ modified for the pur- 

e of al gnine the rates of the 

uisville Nashville R, R. to St. 
Louis from stations on its lines south 
of Decatur, Ala., with the rates of 
the other lines serving the same gen- 
eral territory; also to permit the 
rates from Helena, Ark., to Cairo, Til. 
and St, Louis, Mo., to be increased 
to the Memphis basis. Other modi- 
fications requested, but denied.” Sept. 


4, Page 

Lumber; in. re advances on hardwood 
and other kinds of lumber and ar- 
ticles manufactured therefrom from 
points in Arkansas, Louisiana, etc., 


to Memphis, St. Louis. etc.; I. and 8. 


184 (34 I. C. C., 708-710). U 

consideration of the ali rd ot the 
light of the reargument based there- 
on and on the record in Rates on 
Lumber from Sguthern Points, 34 1. 
C. C., 652; Held, That our conclusions 


~ -expressed in Northbound Rates on 


Hardwood, 32 I. C. C., 521, should not 
be changed. July 24, p. 189 
Lumber; rates from southern 
Ohio River crossings and other 
I and 8. 620 (34 I. C, C., 652-' . 
(1) d increased rates on - 
low pine lumber from. the southwest- 
ern blanket to St. Louis, Mo., and 
East St. Louis, Thebes and Cairo, 


jn demands 
same class: tion shall ap to all, 
that the : 
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53) 


Ill., not shown to be reasonable. (2) 
The evidence of record does not show 
that the rates from Little Ark., 
and Pine Bluff, Ark., should in- 
creased to the blanket basis. (3) 
Pro increased rates on hardwood 
lumber to St. Louis and Cairo from 
the territory embraced in the yellow 
pine blanket not shown to be reason- 
able, but increase in the rates on 
hardwood to the level of the present 
rates on yellow pine justified. (4) 
Proposed increased rates on lumber, 
all kinds, from the territory north 
of the Arkansas River to St. Louis, 
East St. Louis, Thebes and Cairo not 
shown to be. reasonable. (5) Pro- 

sed increased rate on yellow pine 
rom points on the Kansas City 
Southern Railway to St. Louis not 
justified, (6) Proposed basing rate 
to Thebes and Cairo from certain 
stations on the Memphis branch of 
the “Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific 
Railway shown to be reasonable. In- 
creases in the rates to Memphis from 
certain stations on this line also justi- 
fied. (7) Proposed increased rates to 
Thebes and Cairo from certain sta- 
tions on the Missouri & North Ar- 
kansas R. R. shown to be reasonable. 
(8) Cancellation of local rate to Cairo 
from points on the Texas & Pacific 
Railway not justified. (9) Proposed 
ifcreased rates from stations on the 
Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific R. R. 
to Léuisville, Ky., and Cincinnati, O., 
not shown to be reasonable. (10) 
Pro d increased rates on lumber, 
all kinds, to New Orleans, La., from 
groups of stations in the southwest- 
ern territory, not justified. (11) In- 
creases not exceeding 1 cent per 100 
pounds in the rates on lumber justi- 
fied from Mississippi Valley territory 
and southeastern territory to the 
north bank Ohio River crossings in 
those instances in which such in- 
creases are necessary to effect a 
spread of 1 cent betweén opposite 
crossings. Proposed rates to St. Louis 
also shown to be reasonable to the 
extent that they do not exceed by 
more than 1 cent the rates now in 
effect. (12) Proposed increased rates 


to Ohio River crossings from points | 


on the Texas & Pacific Railway, 
Vicksburg, Shreveport & Pacific Rail- 
way an Southern Pacific .system 
lines in Louisiana, shown to be rea- 
sonable. (13) The record shows that 
cottonwood and gum lumber are not 
entitled to lower rates than other 
ardwood lumber. ~-¢(14) Proposed in- 
creased rates from Cincinnati, Ohio, 
to western termini and points in 
Trunk Line territory, not justified. 
July 24, p. 176. 


Lumber; rates from Wilson, Ark., and 
other points to Cincinnati and other 

ints; I. and S. 576 (35 I. C. C., 179- 
81). Proposed withdrawal of through 
rates on lumber from points of origin 
in Arkansas to Louisville, Ky., Cin- 
cinnati, Ohio, and Evansville, Ind., 
found justified. Suspension orders 
vacated. Aug. 21, p. 434. 


Lumber from Michigan points: I. and 
S. 618 (36 I. C. C, 184-190). Pro- 
posed increased rates on lumber from 
Wisconsin points to Michigan points 
and from Michigan points to points 
without the state found not to be 
justified except to Toledo, Ohi6, and 
points taking the same rates. Re- 
spondents reguired to cancel the 
schedules under suspension, but per- 
mission given to establish to Toledo 
the rates approved in the report. Oct. 


23, p. a 
Magnolia Petroleum Co. vs. Aransas 

Pass Channel & Dock Co. et al.: case 
7032 (34 I. C. C., 330-332). Wharf- 
age charges collected by defendants 
on shipments of fuel oil in bulk re- 
ceived by complainant at Port Ar- 
ansas, Tex., found to have been im- 
properly assessed under tariff pro- 
visions held to  be_ inapplicable. 
Reparation awarded. July 3, p. 17. 


Maley & Wertz et al. vs. L. & N. R. R. 


Co.; case 5968 and others (36 I. C. C., 
657-659). Defendant's rules and regu- 
lations applicable to transit on lumber 
at points on its system shown not to 
be unreasonable or unduly discrim- 
inatory or prejudicial. Complaint dis- 
m ; Dec. 11, p. 1200. 
Maley & Wertz vs. L. & N. R. R. Co.; 
case 6910 (36 I. Cc. C., / 253-254). 
Charges collected for the transporta- 


ae Ag <r to Srarevilic. ov of 
Pp ” ’ 
found to ve been unreasonable. 
Reparation awarded. Nov. 6, & 942. 
Marx, A., & Sons vs. Illinois Central 
R. R. Co.; case 6578 (36 I. C. C., 519- 
522). (1) Rates applied on three car- 
load shipments of “scrap iron’’ from 
McComb, Miss., to New Orleans, La., 
found not to have been improperly 
collected. Complaint dismissed. (2) 
Exceptions to classifications must be 
interpreted in the light of the classifi- 
cation and the specifications and defi- 
rt am contained therein; Dec. 4, p. 


McCaull-Dinsmore Co. vs. M. P. Ry. 
Co. et al.; portions of fourth section 
applications 2045, 2856, 3786; case 6561 
(35 I Cc. GC. 69-72). (1) Rates on 
corn and oats in carloads from ints 
in Iowa to Leavenworth and Atchi- 
son, Kan., and Kansas City and St. 
Joseph, Mo.. found to be unreason- 
able to the extent that they exceeded 
the aggregates of the intermediate 
rates contemporaneously in_ effect. 
Reparation awarded. (2) Applications 
for relief from the provisions of the 
fourth section deni Aug. 7, p. 284. 


Memphis Freight Bureau, for Binsuan- 


ger & Co. vs. Southern Ry. Co. et al.; 
ease 6756 (36 I. C. C., 281-284)... (1) 
Charges collected for the transporta- 
tion of certain less-than-carl mc 
ments of plate glass from Memphis, 
Tenn., to Meridian, Miss., and Bir- 
mingham and Montgomery, Ala., not 
found to have been in excess of those 
prescribed in defendants’ ublished 
tariffs. (2) Followin inimum 
Charges on Bulky Articles, 33 I. C. 
C., 378, and Docket 6014, Condie- 
Neale Glass Co. vs. M. & O. R. R. 
Co., certain provisions of defendants’ 
classification rule applicable to over- 
size plate glass found to be wnrea- 
sonable. Nov. 13, p. 997 


Memphis Grain and Hay Assn. et al. 


vs. I. C. R: R. Co. et al.; case 3841 
(34 I. C. €., 315-319). The transpor- 
tation advantage of reshipping rates 
applied from St. Louis to Mississippi 
Valley on grain and mixed feed is no 
longer undue in its effect upon Mem- 
phis grain dealers; but the relief 
granted in extending the territory 
from which ‘Memphis dealers may 
draw grain under the transit arrange- 
ment appears incomplete with respect 
to southwestern producing territory. 
July 3, p, 15. 


Merchants’ Exchange of St. Louis vs. 


C. & A. R. R. Co.; case 7124 (36 I. C. 
C., 268-271). Defendant’s propor- 
tional rates on wheat from certain in- 
terior Missouri points on its line to 
Chicago. Ill., found unduly preferen- 
tial of Chicago and unduly prejudicial 
= Pe and East St. Louis. Nov. 
, Pp. . 


Merchants’ Exchange of St. Louis vs. 


RB. & O. R. R. Co. et al.: case 6628; 
Southwestern Missouri Millers’ Club 
vs. ©. & A. R. R. Co. et al; case 6662 
(34 I. C. C.. 341-359). The intrastate 
rates from interior Missouri points to 
St. Louis, Mo., are lower than the in- 
terstate rates’ for the same move- 
ment applicable’ on through  ship- 
ments. In Docket 6628 complainant 
attacks as unreasonable the require- 
ment of Central Freight Assn. and 
trunk line carriers that expense bills 
showing the payment of interstate 
rates inbound be surrendered in or- 
der to secure the reshipping_ rates 
outbound. The complainant in Docket 
6662 alleges uniust discrimination be- 
cause the combination of intrastate 
rates to St. Lonis and outbound rates 
to Central Freieht Assn., trunk line. 
southeastern, Mississippi Valley and 
southwestern territories of which St. 
Touis shippers are able to avail 
themselves is lower than the rates 
for the through movement from in- 
terior Missouri points; Held: (1) In 
the absence of local or flat rates 
from St. Louis proner shipments of 
grain and grain products are entitled 
to move out on reshipping rates ‘‘re- 
gardiess of the point of origin of the 
grain and regardless of the rate paid 
on the inbound shipment” because 
“we must so construe the tariffs as 
to. permit the traffic to move, if that 
be possible.’"’ Decision in Merchants’. 
Exchange of St. Louis vs. B. & O. R. 
R. Co., 30 I. C. C.. 700. 702, reaffirmed. 
(2) By maintaining interstate rates 


. 











an 
ected 

interior Missouri and southern nois 
points and East St. Louis from which 


discrimination is 


carriers serving St. Louis from the 
west are ordered to cease and desist. 
(3) The record is not sufficient to 
justify a determination as to the rea- 
sonableness of the present interstate 
rates from interior Missouri points to 
St. Louis. No change should be made 
without due consideration of the re- 
lation of the rates to and from St. 
Louis with the rates to and from 
Memphis. (4) While reshipping or 
proportional rates are applicable. to 
part of a through, but suspended, 
movement from point of o n to 
ultimate destination, outbound local 
rates, although they may likewise ap- 
ply to part of a through movement, 
eannot be limited according to the 
point of origin of the shi nt or the 
rates which were paid inbound. So 
long as there are intrastate rates pub- 
lished to St. Louis shippers cannot 
be denied the right to avail them- 
selves of these rates for movements 
which are clearly intrastate, and so 
long as there are flat rates published 
out of St. Louis shippers must be 
permitted, in proper cases, to ship 
outbound under these rates irrespect- 
ive of the rates paid inbound. It is 
plain that the intrastate movement 
to St. Louis must be considered as 
a separate movement which cannot 
be tied up to the outbound movement, 
in such a manner as to constitute 
the two one through movement, pro- 
vided the consignee has in ‘good 
faith taken possession. Gulf, Colo- 
rado & Santa Fe Ry. Co. vs. Texas, 
204 U. S., 403; Chicago, Milwaukee & 
St. Paul Ry. Co. vs. Iowa, 233 U. S., 
334. (5) Absorption of elevation 
charges is made upon the theory that 
the inbound and outbound movements 
comprise a through movement and 
that the grain has been elevated in 
transit. Whenever the absorption is 
made the grain cannot lawfully move 
forward except at the balance of the 
through rate. July 17, p. 104. ‘ 


Merrill, G. B., & Bro. vs. Mlinois Central 


R. R. Co. et al.; case 7264 (36 I. C. C., 
523-525). Rates charged for the trans- 
portation of second-hand sawmill ma- * 
chinery in carloads from Tickfaw, La.,” 
to Lake, Miss., not found unreason- © 
able or unjustly discriminatory. Com- 
plaint dismissed; Dec. 4, p. 1154. 


Milliken Refining Co. vs. M. K. & T. 


Ry. Co. et al.; case 6129 (36 I. C. C., 
109-129). (1) Reasonable rates fixed 
on petroleum oil and its products 
from the mid-continent oil field, in 
Kansas and Oklahoma, to Kansas 
City, St. Louis, Chicago and various 
other points. (2) All points in the 
mid-continent field grouped with re- 
spect to rates to the Mississippi River 
and points beyond, including St. 
Paul territory, Winnipeg, Salt Lake 
City and Denver. (3) Reasonable 
maximum rates prescribed on low- 
grade products from _ mid-continent 
points — Louis and Chicago. Aug. 
28, p. 537. 


Milwaukee Chamber of Commerce vs. 


Cc. M. & St. P. Ry. Co. et al.; case 
6358 (34 I. C. C., 581-585). Complain- 
ant alleges that the rates on in 
and flaxseed from certain points in 
Iowa, Minnesota and South Dakota to 
Milwaukee, Wis., are unreasonable 
and subject that place to undue 
prejudice and disadvantage and com- 
pares these rates to the rates from 
the same points»to Minneapolis, Minn. 
This comparison leaves out of consid- 
eration the rates on these commodi- 
ties from the territory of origin to 
other points to which rates are made 
with relation to the rates to Minne- 
apolis and to Milwaukee. In Chicago- 
Duluth Grain Rates, 27 I. C. C\, 216, 
and in earlier reports, the Commis- 
sion has heretofore passed upon the 
rates on grain and the relationships 
that should obtain between such rates 
to Minneapolis and to the ports on 
Lakes Superior and Michigan from 
the territory named, and nothing 
herein shown is persuasive that the 
rates to Milwaukee or their relation- 
ships to the rates to other places 
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Mflwaukee Produce & Fruit Exchange 


Montrose and Delta Counties Freight 


Montrose and Delta Counties Freight 


Montrose and Delta Counties Freight 


Moore & Thompson Paper Co. et al. vs. 


Morris & Co. et al._vs. Union Pacific 


National Association of Tanners et al. 


Nebraska Bridge Supply & Lumber Co. 


Nebraska Bridge Supply & Lumber Co. 













































































uld now be disturbed. Complaint 
fae fens eo 


vs. C. & N. W. . Co, et al-;’ case 
7354 (35 I. Cc. C., 33-35). Track-stor- 
age charges maintained by defend- 
ants at Milwaukee, Wis., m Aug. 
1, 1913, to Jan. 2, 1914, not shown 
to have been unreasonable or unjustly 
bo age nge A Complaint dismissed. 
July 24, p. 202. 


Rate Assn. vs. Denver & Rio Grande 
R. R. Co. et al.; case 6886 (34 I. Cc. 
C., 393-399). Rates on classes and 
certain commodities from Missouri 
River points and points east thereof 
to Montrose, Olathe, Delta, Hotchkiss 
and Paonia, Colo., not shown to be 
unreasonable or unjustly discrimina- 
mag Complaint dismissed. July 17, 
p. 


Rate Assn. vs. Denvér & Rio Grande 
R. R. Co. et al.; case 6887 (34 I. C. 
C., 400-408). (1) Rates on apples, 
deciduous fruit, potatoes, onions and 
other vegetables from points in 
Montrose and, Delta counties, Colo- 
rado, to destifations in the east not 
shown to be unreasonable or unjustly 
discriminatory. (2) Upon the record 
herein the Commission is not pre- 
pared to require the establishment of 
rates on low-grade apples in bulk 
from Montrose and Delta counties to 
various destinations in the east lower 
than the rates on apples in packages 
contemporaneously in effect between 
the same points, but the question is 
of sufficient importance to merit fur- 
ther consideration by the defendants. 
(3) Charges for the refrigeration of | 
shipments set forth above found not 
unreasonable. July 17, p. 115. 


Rate Assn. vs. Denver & Rio Grande 
R. R. Co: et al.; case 6888 (34 I. C. 
C., 409-413). Rates on classes and 
certain commodities from Los Angeles 
and San Francisco, Cal., and related 
pint, to Delta, Olathe, Montrose, 
‘Hotchkiss and Paonia, Colo., not 
shown to be ainreasonable or unjustly 
discriminatory. Complaint dismissed. 
July 17, p. 118. 


Boston & Maine R. R.; case 7081 (34 
I. C. Ci, 323-326). Rates for the 
transportation of imported wood pulp 
from Boston, Mass., to various New 
England points not found~ unreason- 
able or unjustly discriminatory. Com- 
plaint dismissed. July 3, p, 46. 


R. R. Co. -et al.; case 7348 (36 I. C. C., 
540-544). Carload rate of 15 cents per 
100 pounds on bulk salt from Kansas 
producing points to Oklahoma City, 
Okla.,found to be unjust and unreas- 
onable to the extent that it exceeds 
12 cents per 100 pounds. Reparation 
awarded; Dec 25. p. 1399. 


vs. Lehigh Valley R. R. Co. et ali; 
ease 6990 (35 I. Cc. C., 175-178). Rates 
on mangrove bark, myrobalans and 
valonia from ports on the Atlantic 
seaboard to destinations in Trunk 
Line and Central Freight Association 
territories found to be unreasonable 
to the extent that they exceeded sixth 
gee Rg Reparation denied. Aug. 
» Pp. . 


vs. A. G. S. R. R. Co. et al.; case 
7018 (35 I. Cc. C., 90-93). (1) Rates 
for the transportation of low-grade 
cedar logs in carloads from Wauhat- 
chie, Tenn.; New England, Sulphur 
Springs and Rising Fawn, Ga., and 
Keener, Portersville, Collinsville and 
Argo, Ala., to Atlanta, Ga., found to 
be unreasonable to the extent that 
they exceed the rates contemporane- 
ously applicable to the transportation 
of common logs in carloads from and 
to the same points. Rates on this 
basis prescribed for the future. (2) 
Reparation awarded on shipments on 
which ‘joint rates in excess of the 
aggregate of intermediate rates were 
charged. Aug. 7, p. 289. 


vs. N. C. & St. L. Ry. et al; case 
7153 (35 T. C. C., 86-89). Rates 
charged for the transportation of 
Jow-grade cedar logs in carloads 
from Burrows Switch, Guritersville 
Stevenson, Huntsville, Bridgeport and 
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Montague, Ala., and Belvidere and 
Jasper, Tenn., to Atlanta, Ga., found 
to be unreasonable to the extent that 
they exceed rates contemporaneously 
applicable to the transportation of 
common logs in carloads from and to 
the same points. Rates for the 
future pee accordingly. Aug. 
7, p. 288. 

Nebraska State Ry. Commission vs. 
Union Pacific R. R. Co. et al.; case 
7230 (34 I. C. C., 381-382). Rates on 
wheat. and on corn and articles tak- 
ing the ‘same rates from certain sta- 
tions on the line of the Union Pacific 
R. R. Co, in Nebraska to St. Joseph 
and Kansas City, Mo., and Leaven- 
worth, Kan., not shown to be unrea- 
sonable or unjustly discriminatory. 
Complaint dismissed. July 3, p. 22. 


Nebraska State Ry. Commission vs. 
°c. B. & Q. R. R. Co.; case 7117 (36 
I. C. G, 219-221). Rates on cattle, 
hogs and sheep from stations in Ne- 
braska on the Holdrege-Cheyenne 
branch line of the Chicago, Burlington 
& Quincy R. R. Co. to St. Joseph, 
Mo., not shown to be unreasonable or 
unduly discriminatory. Complaint 
dismissed. Oct. 30, p. 894. 

Nevada, Railroad Commission of, vs. 
Southern Pacific Co. et al.; case 6489 
(36 I. C. C., 250-252). Rules fixing 
minimum transportation charges pay- 
able by occupants of Pullman draw- 
ing-rooms and compartments at two 
fares for drawing-rooms and one and 
one-half fares for compartments 
found reasonable. Complaint dis- 
missed. Nov. 6, p. 941. 

New Jersey Zinc Co. vs. C. R. R. of 
N. J.; case 7532 (36 I. C. C., 289-290). 
The assessment of demurrage upon 
carload shipments of zinc ore for- 
warded to Jersey City, N. J., for ex- 
port, but not exported on account of 
war conditions abroad. not found to 
have been unreasonable. Complaint 
dismissed. Noy. 6, p. 949. 

New Mexico State Corporation Commis- 
sion vs. A. T.&S.F. Ry. Co: etal.; 
eaSe 5571; Roswell’ Commercial Club 
et al. vs. same; case 5875; fourth sec- 
tion application 689 (34 I. C. C1, 292- 
314). (1) Rates on the classes and 
certain commodities named in the re- 
port from Kansas City. Mo.,. St. 
Louis, Mo.; and Chicago, Il.. to points 
in New. Mexico found to be unrea- 
sonable and reasonable rates pre- 
scribed for the future. (2) Permis- 
sion denied under the fourth section 
of the act to the carriers operating 
from Kansas City, St. Louis and Chi- 
cago to maintain lower rates to El 
Paso, Tex.. than to intermediate New 
Mexico points on the classes, and 
also on commodities, except in the in- 
stances defined in the report. (3) 
Contention that rates from Kansas 
City, St. Lovis and Chicago to EI 
Paso are unduly depressed by rea- 
son of the action of the carriers from 
those points of origin in equalizing 
the rates to El Paso to the basis ap- 
plied to Laredo and Eagle Pass in 
order that all these Rio Grande cross- 
ings may be placed on a parity in 
their competition with each other for 
traffic into Mexico, and because also 
of the competition of the water-and- 
rail routes from the eastern seaboard 
and from Europe to consuming mar- 
kets in Mexico via the Mexican ports 
of Tampico and Vera Cruz, held not 
to constitute sufficient grounds for 
fourth section relief at El Paso. 
Competition of the water-and-rail 
routes from the markets of produc- 
tion on the eastern seaboard to Fl 
Paso via Galveston and other gulf 
ports held to constitute a sufficient 
basis for fourth section relief in con- 
nection with commodity rates from 
Kansas City. St. Louis and Chicago 
to Fl Paso in those cases in which 
the El Paso rates are thereby actually 
affected and depressed below a rea- 
sonable basis. (4) Reasonable maxi- 
mum rates vrescribed on hav from 
Roswell’ and other onoints in the 
Pecos Valley of New Mexico to Fort 
Worth, Tex.. and points taking the 
same rates. and on lumber from mills 
in Texas, -Touisiana and Arkansas to 
points in the Pecos Valley. (5) Re- 
lation to the rates to Tucumcari. N. 
M.. prescribed on svear from Cali- 
fornia. points, including. San Fran- 
cisco and Los Angeles, to points in 










New. Mexico op, the Atc 
age & Santa Ry. from 
o Clovis, inclusive. J 10, p. * 
New York Mercantile Ex et 
vs. B. & O. R. R. Co. et al; 
6707 fe EC eed ey prs 
cases of eggs are received the - 
rier at the shipping point aia ate 6. 
ceipted for by the carrier as in ap- 
parent good order (contents and con- 
dition of contents of pa un- 


the same apparent condition, showing 
no external evidence of 
tariff rules not according to con- 
signees the right to examine the con- 
tents of the cases prior to delivery 
and sequins of consignees recei: 
for said cases as in apparent good 
order (contents and condition of con- 
tents of package unknown) are not 
unjust or unreasonable nor shown of 
record to be unduly prejudicial to the 
consignees of eggs in the me tan 
_ district of New York. Oct. 23, p. 841. 
New York-Jersey City Ferry rates; 
I. and 8. 613 (37. I. C. C., 108-118). 
Proposed increased rates for the fer- 
riage of vehicles and animals between . 
the Erie Railroad’s terminals at Jer- 
sey City, N. J., and Twenty-third 
street and Chambers street, New 
York City, not justified. Tariff or- 
dered canceled; Dec, 25, p. 1313. _ 


Nitro Powder Co. vs. West Shore R. 
R. Co. et al.; case 7353 (35 I. C. C., 
77-80). Rates on high explosives 
from Kingston and Port Ew N. 
Y., to Boston, Mass., and to New 
England points found to be unreason- 
able. Through routes and joint rates 
prescribed for the future. Repara- 
tion awarded. Aug. 7, p. 286. 


Obermeyer & Liebmann vs. N. Y. C. 
R. R. Co.; case 7624 (36 I. C. C., 315- 
316). Complaint challenging demurr- 
age and track storage charges as- 
sessed on three carloads of grits at 
the Brooklyn eastern district terminal, 
in New York, as unreasonable and un- 
amy Be a a dismissed; Nov. 

0, p. : ; 


= 


Oklahoma Cottonseed Crushers’ Assn. 


vs. A. T. & 8, F. Ry. Co, et al.; see 
mag ig: M. K. & T. Ry. Co. et ; 
p. 3 : 


Oklahoma Cottonseed Crushers’ Assn. 


vs. M. K. & T. Ry. Co. et al.; case 
7026; same vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry. Co. 
et al.; case 7048; fourth section ap- 
Plications 626 and 641 (35 I. C. C. 
94-108). Present rates on cottonseed 
oil from producing points in Okla- 
homa to as City, Mo., and on 
cottonseed cake, meal and hulls from 
the same age eee A points to points 
in Kansas, Missouri, Colorado, Ne- 
braska and Iowa, found to be unrea- 
sonable and unjustly discriminatory. 
Reasonable maximum rates the 
future prescribed. July 31, p. 252. 


Oklahoma Traffic Assn. et al. vs. Abi- 


lene & Southern Ry. Co. et al.; case 
7762; rates on doors to Louisiana; 1. 
and 8. 622; portion of Fourth Section 
Application 631 (36 I. C. C., 329-348). 
(1) Proposed cancellation of applica- 
tion of rates on lumber to sash, doors 
and blinds, in carloads, from Okla- 
homa City and Okmu and other 
points in Oklahoma, and from Shreve- 
port and other points in Louisiana to 
points in Texas, and proposed carload 
rates on sash, doors and blinds from 
Oklahoma City and oth points in 
Oklahoma to certain points in Texas 
not justified. (2) Present rates on 
sash, doors and blinds and other 
wooden en materials rated with 
sash, doors an in carloads, 
from Oklahoma City ‘Okmulgee to 
points in Texas unreasonable. Rea- 
sonable rates prescribed for the 
future. (3) Maintenance of narrower 
descriptions of building materials. 
higher minimum carload weights and 
less extensive schemes of joint rates 
from Oklahoma City and Okmulgee, 
Okla., to points in Texas than from 
Kansas, City and St. Louis, Mo., 
Waco, Tex., and other Keagas 5 

ints, ‘unjustly discriminatory. (¢ 

esent relationship between rates on 
wooden building materials, in car- 
loads, from Oklahoma City and Ok- 
mulgee, Okla., to Texas, and from 
Texas producing ints to the same 
points unjustly discriminatory. ay 
a i060. section relief denied; Nov. 27, 
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Peppers, 3 
ao. | 


Overfelt, Dave’ C., vs. po tog 
et al.; case 7082 wT c Cn 251 a8), 
LS met collec 


ges 
penanes forwarded trots 1 New ode 
jy to Wichita Falls, Tex., 
ed in transit at Bowie, Tex., to 
partly unload, found to have been un- 
reasonable. Reparation awarded. 
Nov. 6, p. 943 

Pacific Creamery Co. vs. Southern Pa- 
cific Co. et al.; case 4981; Arizona 
Co: gy Commission vs. A, T. & 
Ss. F, Ry. -; case 5422 (34 
mee Che 586- 594). On a rehearing 
of these cases involving the reason- 
ableness of the rates on fuel oil, re- 
fined olls, and engine distillate from 
producing points in Californ Kan- 
sas and Texas to all P a 3 
zona, former opinion Cc, 
modified and; Held, Irhat’ the os et 
rates are unreasonable and reason- 
able rates fixed for the future. 
Reparation denied. July 24, p. 173. 

Panama Canal application; see Boat 
line control. 

Passenger fares (Ogden gateway case); 
increased fares via D. & R. G. through 
Ogden and Salt Lake City gateways; 
IL. and 8. 519 (35 I. C. C., 181-149). 
(1) The Commission has no power to 
prevent the cancellation of through 
routes and joint rates voluntarily es- 
tablished by the carriers when the 

- circumstances and conditions are 
such as would not warrant an order 
by the Commission to compel such 
arrangements if not already~in effect. 
(2) The proposed cancellation by the 
Union Pacific of through routes and 
joint fares in connection with the 
Denver & Rio Grande through the 
Ogden gateway as described in the 
report found to be justified. Sugges- 
tions made, however, as to the con- 
tinuance of through accommodations 
for the benefit of travelers desiring 
to pass over that route at the lawful 
fares available. Aug. 17, p. 388. 

Peaches from Missouri points; I, and 
S. 592 (37 I. C. C., 89-91). Proposed 
increased rates on peaches in carloads 
from Koshkonong-Brandsville district 
in southern Missouri and northern Ar- 
Kansas to eastern destinations held 
justified: Dec. 25, p. 


Peddler cars; rates and rules on ship- 


ments of packing house products, 
fresh — and other articles trans- 
ported in peddler cars in ye de Saar 9 
ern tae bro I. ey a 8, 648 (36 I. Cc. 
C,. 62-7 ehanges in the 
rules po oe AP bg aleesenae of packing- 
house products, fresh meats and 
other articles transported in peddler 
cars in southwestern territory, and 
cancellation of the mileage rates as 
prescribed in Corporation Commission 
+4 arene vs. A.. T. & 8S. F. Ry. 
Co., 23 I. C., 656, found not to 
have been justinea, Aug. 28, p. 523. 


Peet Bros. a ge pat + Co. vs. Iili- 


nois Cen R. Co, et al.; case 
6349 (34 I. C, oe 634-637). Import 
rate of 33 cents per 100 pounds for 
the transportation of coconut, copra, 
palm and palm-kernel oils in carloads 
from New Orleans, to Kansas 
City, Mo., not found to be unreason- 
able or unjustly discriminatory. Com- 
Pplaint dismissed. July 24, p. 203. 


Peet ee Mie. Co. vs. A. T. & 8. F. 


aan Co. et al.; Bio Qern sec- 
fon application 701 (36 I C., 208- 
(1) Rates on io nsas 


312). 
City, Mo., to Texas points not shown 
to be unreasonable. o or unduly dis- 
criminatory Complaint dismissed. 
Sectio Action on that t portion of Fourth 
Geotiog Appt pp “gg ool No. 701, filed by 
agent, which seeks au- 

thority to continee rates on soap and 
soap powder from Kansas City, Mo., 
to bennenbex, Houston and Galveston, 
brine lower than the rates concur- 
applicable on like traffic to in- 
ediate points, reserved. Oct. 23, 


J. G., Seed Co. vs. A., T. 
Co. et al.; case 6820 (is 

&. Si1- 314). Increase in 

rates for the 

hum 


= Came 5 in effect 


poten Noy. 13, 3. 2. * fo08. 
in i 


tions 
prpauction. tbanspertatiog and 


of crude petroleum; 


U. 8S. Senate; case 7344 (36 I. C. C., 
429-510); Dec. 18, p. 1245. 

Iron and Co. vs. G. H. é 
case 6229 
Cancellation 
pactige of abeorbing 

scrap iron in 

carloads tor export tous Galveston 
found justified. Complaint requesting 
restoration of the practice and repa- 
+ eg = past shipments denied; Oct. 


23, 845 
Picher ‘Lead oe vs. St. L. & S. F. R. R. 
Co.; 610 (85 BE C. C., 45-46). 
that the ac- 


Upon “complaint allegin 
crual of 615 days’ debits in excess of 
credits, under an average demurrage 
agreement, during a certain period 
resulted from defendant’s failure to 
construct a 60-foot extension to com- 
plainant’s unloading track; Held, That 
the demurrage charges were properly 
ary Complaint dismissed; Aug. 
Pig fon eg hae age - pomeeees I. and 
S. 596 (36 I. C. C., 552-556). (1) Pro- 
oma Bice increased carload rates on pig 
rginia furnaces to certain 
points on hfs ten New York 
and Maryland not justified. (2) Pro- 
posed increased rates to Pittsburgh 
and Pittsburgh rate 7 justified. 
3) Proposed increased rates to West 
Golan s ints justified. (4) Proposed 
increased rail-and-water rate to Bos- 
ton not justified; Dec. 4, p. ua, 
a Coal Co. vs. D., L. & W. 
Co.; ease 5638 (36 I. C. C., 76- 98), 
Defendant’ s demurrage regulations 
governing anthracite coal awaiting 
transshi agg, at or near tidewater 
. J., found reasonable; 
Aug. n 
Plymouth’ Coal Co. vs. Lehigh Valley 
R. R. Co.; case 5905 (36 I. C. C., 140- 
142). (1) Defendant has justified its 
refusal to continue to furnish storage 
bins at Perth Amboy, N. J., for the 
free storage of anthracite coal. _ (2) 
Defendant’: demvrrage regulations 
governing anthracite coal awaiting 
transshipment at tidewater at Perth 
a found reasonable; Sept. 11, p. 
Plymouth Coal Co. vs. Lehigh Ms 34 
R. R. Co.; case 4806 (36 I. C. C., 143 
145). Reparation awarded on account 
of unreasonable rates charged for the 
transportation of anthracite coal from 
Luzerne, Pa., to Perth Amboy, N. J., 
for transshipment; Sept. 18, p. 649. 
Port Huron & Duluth Steamship Co. vs. 
Pennsylvania R. R. Co. et al.; case 
7818 (35 I. C.°C., 475-476). Through 
routes and joint rates between points 
in Trunk Line Territory and Duluth, 
Minn., and points wést thereof, or- 
dered to be established on the lines 
of defendants in connection with 
complainant’s water line; Aug. 28, p. 


Preat o-lite Co., Inc., vs. Boston & Al- 


R. R. Co. et al; ; case 7525 (36 I. 
G. c., 545-549). Official Classification 
rating of third class on empty cop- 
pered or nickeled acetylene gas cylin- 
ders in less-than-carload quantities 
found to be unjust. unreasonable and 
unjustly discriminatory, and a rating 
of fourth class prescribed for the 
a Reparation awarded; Dec. 11, 
P. 


Proportional class rates to Iowa points: 


tog B yn a ce 9867 and 
9992 (34 C. C., 278-280). Authority 
granted a establish same scale of 
ceeenerenes class rates as authorized 
y Fourth Section Order No. 3743, is- 
sued in supplemental Dar in the 
Interior Iowa Cities case, so. 
536, to apply west of the a irinsteatppi 
River on traffic moving between cer- 
tain additional interior Iowa cities lo- 
cated on the lines of the applicants 
Pgh Burlington and Muscatine, 

and points east of the Indiana- 
Iiinote state line; July 3, p. 8. 


Providence Fruit and Produce Exchange 


vs. Maine Central R. R. Co. et _ 
case 7555 (36 I. C. C., 307-310) 
fendants’ detention charges, Al 
during winter months on cars pro- 
vided with artificial heating appara- 
tus. not ican to be ee or 
unjustly discriminatory. Complaint 
dism: ; Nov. 18, p. 1002. 
r Manufacturers’ Traffic 
Sir ee m oo ova’ Sie” 
”* 500- 

i - “the Saiuth & 

Railway that it be re- 


202. 
Reinert, veene vs. Pullman Co.; 





liained from the order in this case, 
denied; July 24, p 


Rebates; in re stewed “rebates to © il 


Steel Corporation; ; ease 6545 (36 L 


Reeves Coal Co. vs. Pere e R. 
R. Co. et al.; case 7408 (34 GC, ks 
621-622). A shipment of bituminous 
coal en route from La Follette, Tenn., 
to Vermillion, S. D., was. ordered re- 
consigned to Ghent, Minn. Defend- 
ants failed to effect the reconsign- 
ment, and higher charges were col- 
lected than would have accrued if 
complainant’s instructions had been 
salowe Reparation awarded; July 


case 

7231 (36 I. C. C., 304-305). Complaint 
alleging unlawful discrimination by 
reason of defendant’s failure to re- 
deem three unused tickets for accomn- 
modations on its sleeping cars dis- 
missed for want of sufficient evidence; 
Nov. 20, p. 1037. 

Rice; import and domestic rates on 
brewers’ rice; case 6592 (36 IC. C., 
389-400). Because of informal com- 
plaints filed with the Commission, to 
determine the propriety of the — 
rates on brewers’ rice from f ports 
to various destinations which were 
lower than the domestic rates on 
brewers’-rice from and to the same 
points, a hearing was had under a 
general order of the Commission 
which provides for an investigation 
into. the rates, practices, rules and 
regulations governing the transporta- 
tion of imported property and the re- 
lationship between the rates for such 
transportation and for transportation 
of similar property originating in the 
United States; Held, (1) That since 
the import nates on brewers’ rice from 
gulf ports are not made with relation 
to the domestic rates, but are con- 
trolled by and made differentials un- 
der the import rates on brewers’ rice 
from north Atlantic ports, the cir- 
cumstances and conditions surround- 
ing those rates are substantially dis- 
similar from those surrounding the 
domestic rates, and that the allegation 
of unjust discrimination, except where 
the differential in import rates is 
greater than the recognized differen- 
tials between the gulf ports and the 
north Atlantic ports, has not been 
proven. (2) That the relationship be- 
tween the import and dom ce rates 
on brewers’ rice from gulf ports to 
Pueblo, Colo., Salt Lake City, Utah, 
and other points at which similar rate 
relationships obtain, is unjustly dis- 
criminatory, and that where defend- 
ants maintain from the gulf ports im- 
port rates on brewers’ rice that are 
more than 6 cents lower than the im- 
port rates contemporaneously in ef- 
fect from New York to the same 
points, it is unjustly discriminatory 
to charge higher rates on domestic 

then Rs import shipménts; Noy. 27, 


Dp. 

Rock Island inquiry; in re financial 
san ens, history and operation of 

R. & P. Ry. Co.: case (36 
I. ¢. Cs ” 48-61); Aug. 21, p. 484, 

Rock Spritigs Distilling Co. et al vs. 
L.. H. & . L. Ry. Co. et ab; case 
7127 (36 I. C. C., 35-42). Rates on 
cattle in carloads from Owensboro, 
Ky., to Chicago, Ill, and New York, 
N. ¥., and points taking New York 
rates not found unreasonable or un- 
justly discriminatory. Complaint dis- 
missed; Aug. 28, p. 621. 

Roswell Commercial Club vs. A., T™ & 
8. F. Ry. Co. et al.; see New Mexico 
ee Corporation Commission vs. 


Rutter, ’ avid, & Co. vs. C. & N, -W. 
Ry. Co. et al.; case 6821 (36 I. CG. Ci 
272-280). Upon complaint that de- 
fendants have been and are assessing 
unlawful, 


ne In the absence of joint 
fic manner of con- 
structin ing Tepeueh rates the lowest 
combinations via the routes of move- 
ment are the lawful rates, (2) The law- 
ful th rates from eastern mines 
tp GaveemntehOd areas coation, pike aie 
o Gree 
local distance rate of the 
Northwestern to Evanston- 
consigning -charge under 














































































































tions named im the tariff, except that 
where rates to Greenwood — sta- 
tion are ag by tariff to shi nts 
unloaded there the combination is 
made on ipttes instead of on Green- 
wood street station. (3) The allega- 
tion of unjust discrimination is not 
sustained by the record. (4) The 
traffic here involved is through traf- 
fice and the reasonableness of the 
rates ee ee thereto must be con- 
sidered from the standpoint of the 
through rates in their entirety. So 


- considered, the evidence does not 
show that they are unreasonable. (5) 
Defendants irected to. refund all 


overcharges to complainant, with in- 
terest; Nov. 6, p. 947. 

Safety appliances; in re application for 
further extension of time to comply 
with standards prescribed by I. C. C. 
for Ppa? me 73 of freight cars (36 I. 
Cc. 870-375). Upon application of 

ete railroad companies, period of 

time granted by paragraphs (b), (c), 

(e) and (f) of the order of the Com- 
mission of March 13, 1911, within 

which common carriers shall make 

their freight cars conform to the stan- 
dards of equipment prescribed by the 

Commission in its order of March 13, 

1911, made | or gecanty to the provisions 

of Section 3 of an act to supplement 

the safety appliance acts approved 

April 14, 1910, further extended for s 

period of twelve months from July 1 

1916; Dec. 4, p.. 1149. 


St. Louis terminal case; in re terminal , 


allowances and rates at St. Louis and 
East St. Louis; case 1515 (34 I. C. C., 
456-466). (1) The operation of “off- 
track’”’ freight stations by certain 
transfer companies in St. Louis as 
public freight stations of the carriers 
found not to be unlawful or to result 
in discriminations that are undue. (2) 
The constructive receipt and delivery 
of traffic at incorporeal stations at 
undefined points on the west bank of 
the Mississippi River found not to be 
available to all shippers and therefore 
condemned; July 24, p. 161. 


Salt Lake City Commercial Club Traffic 
Bureau vs. A., T. & 8S. F. Ry. Co. et 
al.; case 2662 (36 I. C. C., 80-108). (1) 
Proposed readjustment of the rates on 
iron and steel-articles moving from 
Mississippi River points, Missouri 
River points, Chicago and _ territory 
intermediate to Chicago and the Mis- 
souri River, on the.one hand, to Utah 
and Colorado points and to points in 
Kansas, on the other, found justified 
except as to the rates on certain iron 
and steel articles to Colorado ints. 
(2) Existing rates On iron and steel 
articles from Pittsburgh and St. Louis 
to Hutchinson, Wichita and Topeka, 
Kan., not shown to be unreasonable 
or Ah ron § discriminatory. (3) Pro- 

justment of rates on iron 
can steel articles from St. Louts to 
and from Pittsburgh and other points 
in Central Freight Association terri- 
tory to points in Oklahoma and to 
4 gs co Ark., found justified; Aug. 
8,°p. 53 
Samuel, Frank, vs. D., L. oe R. 
t al.; case 7315 "(36 I. c. Fer 
fe)" © 4) Claim for entice ased 
on the refusal of the elaware, 

Lackawanna & Western R. R. to abide 

by an alleged agreement to — a 

ship to dock at its piers at ken, 

N. J... to load a number of carload 

shipments of scrap car wheels shipped 

from Lucknow, Pa., for export, de- 
nied. (2) The Commission is not em- 
powered to enforce private contracts, 
either specifically or =: a ot 
_ for their breach; Nov. 6, 


seug’ and gravel; rates from Wisconsin 
wo ’ Chicago and other ints; 

S. 644 (34 I. C. C., 467-468). 

increased rates on sand and 

nai in carloads- from certain 
oan points in Wisconsin to Chi- 


Hil., and other Illinois points in- 
ereasing the differential over the rates 
to the same points from nearer 
uped “page found not to have 
am ; July 24, p. 202. 
et KF. & To vs. Erie & 
Transportation Co. et al.; 
case $3631 (36 I. c. C., ie 16). econ- 
geomet charge asses rin at Renovo, 
a@ carload‘of bra Sg a zs 
gO Fi Ba Minn., found 
ent ents lly gpoien. be 6g dis- 
> Aug. 
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Se pg John S., vs. Morgan’s La. & 
8. Co. et al.;~case 
Tedd, cy I. Cc. Pa 493). Following 


U. P. 88 Fed., 

poe ‘Held, That the trans peers of 
sugar from regi ee 

United States in bond, 

in Mexico, is not roars eg to the Series 

a oy of the Commission; Aug. 28, 


Slag and other refuse; charges for trans- 
portation and disposal of waste ma- 
terials at ht ele and other cities; 
I, and 8S. 516 (34 ‘C. C., 337-240). 
Eleven carriers in onic Pennsylvan 
and West Virginia filed a tariff estab- 
lishing or increasing charges for dis- 
posal of slag and other refuse. Upon 
protest of certain iron and steel mills 
the tariff was suspended pending in- 
vestigation; Held, That the tariff does 
not comply with the requirements of 
the Act to regulate commerce in that 
it fails to name destination points. It 
is therefore ordered stricken from the 
files; July 10, Py 63. 

Sloss-Sheffield Steel & Iron Co. vs. L. 
oa R. Co, et al.; case 4800 (35 
I. ¢C. 460-468). On the evidence of 
ae "following the principle of our 
original report in this case, 30 I. C. C., 
597; Hold. @) The rates on pig iron 
in car loads rom points in ma 
and Tennessee to points reached oy 
defendants’ lines in Central Sag 
Association territory, to which - 
iron rates were not reduced on Bet. 
1, 1914, are unreasonable. Reasonable 
rates prescribed for the future. Ad 
Divisions of such rates between 
carriers operating north and those op- 
pode jl south of the Ohio River, pre- 
scribed; Aug. 21, p. 47 

re to fexas ms . and met ag 612 (36 
IL. 215- Proposed increase 
in “comjnoaity fakaa on soap from 
Kansas‘ City, Mo., St. Louis, Mo., and 
points east of the Mississippi River to 
Beaumont, Houston and Galveston, 
Tex., not justified, sae resent dis- 
crimination against St. uis from 
points beyond is Bree thereby 
without the necessary fourth section 
relief. Denial of proposed increase is 
without prejudice to future action by 
the carriers; Oct. 30, p, 893, 

Southern Cotton Oil Co. vs. Bast py Fit 

R. & Terminal Co. et al.; 
Seles R. R. & Terminal 0.3 vs. C. 
R. R. of N. J. et al.; p. 609, 

Southern commutation fares; L and S. 
588 (35 I. C. C., 36-37). Cancellation 
of certain interstate commutation 
fares by the a Central Railroad 
and the Yazoo Sealed: Valley 
Railroad found to just July 
31, p. 247. 

Southwestern Missouri Millers’ Club vs. 
C. & A. R. R. Co. et al.; case 6628; 
see Merchants’ Exchange of St. Louis 
vs. B. & O. R.- R. Co. et al.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 104. 

Spartanburg Chamber of Commerce vs. 
eomete Ry. Co. et al.; case 6030 (34 

C. C., 484-499). Upon complaint 
that defendants’ class es | weg 


rates to Spartanb =e Bn 
eastern points, both all rail end 


and rail; from Buffalo-Pittsburgh I tore 
ritory; ‘trom hio and Mississippi 
River crossings and points in oS 
Freight Association t 

from Virginia cities are unreasonable 
and uhjustly . discrimina ; Held, 
(1) The ocean-and-rail ra’ 

eastern nts to Spartanburg 

port of Charleston, 8. C., are 


discriminatory in so far as th 
- ceed the ocean-and-rail rates to 
lotte, N. C. (2) All-rail rates from 
the east to Spartanburg are unjustly 
@discriminatory in so far as they ex- 
ceed the all-rail rates to Charlotte by 
more than the rates to Reet pesvere 
from the Virginia cities exceed t 
rates to Charlotte from the Virginia 
cities. (3) Defendants’ fourth section 
charge Jol 
arge 


ints to Spartanburg fg i 
the ‘combinations on Norfolk, Va., de- 
nied. (4) Rates from Ohio 
sissippi River cross 
a Freight 


Sparta traffic 
etl, i, a unseat Mig 
8 e, N. C., are m- 
inatory in so ne Ph they eed the 











shown to be unreasonable 0 
discriminatory; July 31) > 8. F etd 


Spiegle, George M., sa Bouthern 


case 6114 Gat 
452). (1 ‘Defendant's rules and 1 
‘ ay). plicable to lumber handled 


in transit at Newport, Tenn., not 
found unreasonable or unjus dis- 
criminatory. National Casket” vs. 
S. Ry. Co., 31 I. C. bea ee ci and 
Lee ht fly counplsiaenie at BOlie ae 

ug y pS nan a point n 
mpl Asheville, 


tween Newport. enn., 
N. C., shipped to Newpo wport, and. f6- re- 
ville to Vir- 


Shipped from tho later 
transit rates through ‘Asheville 
ginia cities and east, not found un- 
reasonable or unjustly discriminatory. 
(3) Re Ph Me aT Complaint dis- 
missed; July 17, p. 128. 
Stock, F. W., and Sons vs. C., M. & St. 
P. Ry. Co.’ et al.; case east (34 I. C. 
C., 481-483). The through rate on 
wheat, all rail, = inneapolis, 
Minn., via Chicago, Il » and Tilledaie 
and Litchfield, Mich., to New York, 
N. and to -other points taking 
New York rates, is 1 cent per 100 
pounds higher than on flour. The 
| Maven od rate on wheat shipped from 
inneapolis, milled in tranaie at 
Hillsdale or Litchfield, and forwarded 
thence as flour to New Sore poe 
cents higher than on pag 
gregate rate held to gi, 
unreasonably prejudicial and y and 
van us to complainant to the ex- 
tent that it exceeds by more than the 
established transit charge the rate 
contemporaneously in effect on four 


from Minneapolis to New York and 
to other points taking New York 
rates «| YS x. p+ 


Federal Milling 
8S. M. R 


y. +9 
cited and followed; July ui, mg, 
Stone and marble; rates on lowe and 
marble, carloads, not polished, let- 
from Sa ey and Pe- 


; L and 8. 650 (34 L ~ 
C., 390-392). Pro be gees 

rates on stone and marble, not 
ished, lettered or fi R from CI i 
cago and Peoria, to 8t. 
Minn., found to have been ae 
for stone and marble, sawed or 
dressed, but not for rough stone and 
merwie. oreee. of suspension vacated 
in part; July 17, p. 114. 

Stopping of cars ‘in transit to com - 

He pare ws or ip unload; Samael 

C. C., 130-136) 
wit ies of the aot of ‘topping oad 
cars in transit to be partiall 
or pes vinty unloaded, not ustified 
Sept. 4, p. 568. 

saetees in transit of dairy products; 
see dairy products; p. 460. 

Straw; rates from St. Louis and other 
points to Anderson, Ind., and* other 
pear: I. and 8S. 675 (36 IL c., 
0-34) (1) Srosiest increases in re- 
spondents’ commodity rates on baled 
straw in carloads from and to points 
in Central Freight Association terri- 
tory, found not justified and sus- 
pended schedules required to be can- 
celed. Rates not in excess e. those 
found reasonable in this re 
mitted to be established. @) Change 

poun 


from a per car to a per 
o — fc*ind Mustified: ps 
Dp. 
Swift & Co. er oe i 
7807 (36 I. +» 386-388). rtarifts 


seed ol joint Gstaad rates on cotton- 
1 did ag at time shipments 


» provide that Auipenants orig- 
jeation 4 Bae on the Central of 
‘Georgia Ry. and destined to points 


in Sachers states might be refin ip 
transit at points ot other 
Therefore, the aggresst - 
diate rates were - oe Ngee to 
shipments so treat , However, 
that the aggregates 6f the interme- 
diate rates, as applied 
shipments, were unreasonable to 
eee that they exceeded the joint 


through rates contemporaneous in 
effect and thy imate a 


% refi in 
transit at arlotte, N. fining. in 
authorized to waive calicesicel of un- 


switching ates ag Ricktraria, Ind.; 
I. and 35 . C. ete): 
Increases pro’ the ndents’ : 
switching 


5. eh 
Sea heel torts 





ne 


see 


“oe eee ea 


18 





permission respondent to publish a 
Mat charge? not in excess of $4 per 
car in lieu of the charge proposed: 
Aug. 14, p. 387. 

Switching charges at South Omaha; I. 
and 8. 580 (36 I. C. C., 198-203). Pro- 
posed increased switching rates on the 
terminal railroad operated by the 
Union Stock Yards Co. in South 
Omaha, Neb., with exception of the 
rate on dead freight to non-proprie- 
7 industries, justified; Oct. 2%, p. 


Tap Line case; petition of Sibley, Lake 
Bisteneau & Southern Ry. Co.; I. and 
8. 11 (35 I. C. C., 485-481). Modifica- 
tion of orders in the Tap Line case in 
favor of the petitioner beyond rates 
sanctioned by the Commission’s order 
of July 29, 1914, not found justified. 
Increase of divisions and of reparation 
denied; Aug. 21, p. 464. 

Tile, drain, from Iilinois points; I. and 
S. 601 (35 I. C. C., 83-85). Cancella- 
tion of commodity rates on drain tile 
in carloads from St. Anne, Woodland, 
Kankakee and Beaverville, Ill., to sta- 
tions in Wisconsin and Minnesota 
~ not to be justified; Aug. 7, p. 

Trap or ferry car service charges; I. 
and 8. 545 (34 1. C. C., 516-553). Pro- 
posed charges for trap or ferry car 
service in Trunk Line, Central Freight 
Association, Western Trunk Line, 
Trans-Missouri and Southwestern ter- 
ritories, and Chicago, Ill., found not 
justified. Schedules naming the pro- 
posed charges required to be canceled; 
July 24, p. 193. 

Union Lumber Co. vs. Gulf, Colorado 
& Santa Fe Ry. Co. et al.; case 7456 
(36 I. C. C., 670-671). Rate charged 
for the transportation of a carload of 
lumber from Milvid, Tex., to Hu- 
mansville, Mo., not found to have 
been unreasonable or unjustly dis- 
criminatory. Complaint dismissed; 
Dec. 25, p. 1311. 

U. 8S. Cast Iron Pipe and Foundry Co. 
vs. Southern Ry. Co, et al.; case 7940 
(37 LC. C., 75-76). Rate charged by 
defendants for the transportation of 
cast-iron pipe and fittings in carloads’ 
from Anniston and Bessemer, Ala., 
to El Segundo, Cal., found unjustly 
discriminatory. Reparation denied be- 
cause the unlawful prejudice is not 
shown to have resulted in damage to 
complainant; Dec. » p. 1312. 

Van Dusen-Harrington Co. vs. C., M. & 
St. P. Ry. Co. et al.; case 6902 (35 
I. C, C., 172-174). Charges assessed 
for the transportation of corn from 
varioys points in Iowa and Nebraska 
to Minneapolis, Minn., and reshipped 
thence to various points in California 
at combination of rates to and from 
Minneapolis found to have been un- 
lawful to the extent they exceeded 
charges based on the joint through 
rate. Reparation aw ed; Aug. 21, 


p. 432. 

Western merepaver Union vs. Aberdeen 
& Rockfish R. R. Co. et al.; case 6275 
(34 I. C. Ci, 326-329). The present 


less-than-carload classification ratin 
on lead stereotype plates, new and old, 
in Official and Southern Classification 
territories not found to be unreason- 
able or unjustly discriminatory. Com- 
laint dismissed; July 10, p. 62. 
estern passenger fares; I. and 8S. 600 


(37 I. CG. C., 1-70). Reasonableness 
and propriety of proposed increased 
n fares considered and upon 


the whole record; Held, (1) In the 
states of Illinois, Wisconsin, Michi- 
a upper peninsula, Minnesota, 
owa, Nebraska, Missouri, north of the 
Missouri River and in Kansas on and 
north of the main line of the Union 
Pacific R. R. from Kansas City to the 
Colo state line, proposed increased 
fares not justified, but a basis for in- 
terstate fares of 2.4 cents per mile is 
justified. (2), In the state of Missouri 
south of the Missouri River, and in 
“ the state of Kansas south of the main 
line of the Union Pacific R. R., pro- 
increased fares not justified, 

t a basis for interstate fares of 2.6 
cents per mile is justified. (3) Pro- 
| mee increased fares from points in 
coda aes f in which these fares are au- 
thorized to points on the main lines 
of these respondent carriers in Cali- 
fornia, Utah, Ne Colorado, 
RL ear. Arizona, New Mexico, Ark- 
ansas, Oklahoma and Texas are not 


ified in those instances where 
such proposed result in 


increases 
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higher fares than would be obtained 
by using for the construction of such 
lares tue bases herein autnorizea. in 
the states of Micnigan, llunois, Wis- 
consin, Kansas, Minnesota, Lowa, Ne- 
braska ana Missouri, and a basis of 
2% cents per mile in tne states of 
North and South Vakota, and a basis 
ot 3 cents per mile in the states south 
and west tnereof. (4) Proposed in- 
creased charges tor mueage tickets in 
territory north ot the Missouri Kiver 
in Missouri and on the north of tne 
main lune of tne Union Pacific RK. RK. 
in-~Kansas to 2% cents per mile, ana 
in- territory south of the Mussouri 
hiver in Missouri and the main lne 
ot the Umon Pacific K. RK. in Kansas 
to Z™@ cents per mite are justined. 
(o) sroposed increased fares trom 
points in Michigan, upper peninsula, 
4iunois, 10Wwa, Mindesuta, Wisconsin, 
Nebraska, Missourl ana Kansas to 
points in states east tnereor, whica 
Lesuit trom tne construction of such 
tares by the use or tne pases herein 
tound reasonapie and the use of tne 
lawtulily pubdished and filed fares in 
eastern territory are justifiea; Dec. 
18, p. 1261. 

Westesn mace Advance case, 1915; rate 
increases in Western Classification ter- 
rivcory; 1. and S. ooo (60 1. U. C., 497- 
631). Snowing OL Operating results 
anu financia: condition of responaents 
considerea, and upon tne Wuvie rec- 
ora; meiu, (1) Kreposed increased 
carioad rates vil grain and grain prod- 
ucts consiuerea as one cOnmmu0aity not 
justifiea. (2% Preposed increase frum 
ov,vuy pounds to 4v,vul0 pounds in tne 
minimum carioaad weignat or grain 
proaucts justimeu. (4) rroposea in- 
creasea ca:ioau rates un live stock not 
jusuned. (4) Proposea increased car- 
soad rates On pacxing house products 
ana fresh mea.s, except as maicated 
between points on the missour: Kiver, 
nut justinea. (5) Proposed increased 
carioad rates on tertiizer and terti- 
hzer materiais not justified. (6) Pro- 
posed increasea raies on Dituiminous 
coal, except as to Soutn Dakota 
points, jJustifiea. ‘ime rates on coke 
uere propusea, which are the same as 
on coal, justified. (7) Proposed in- 
creased carioad rates on brewers’ rice 
and less-tnhan-carioad rates on domes- 
tic rice justified. (8) Proposed -in- 
creased carioad rates on proomcorn 
not justifiea. (9) roposed increased 
import rates anu proposea increases 
in carload minima from gulf ports 
justified. (140) Proposed increased 
carload rates on fruits and vegetables 
justitied. (11) Proposed increased 
carioad rates on hay and straw, where 
not in excess of Class C, justified. 
(12) Proposed increased any-quantity 
rates On cotton piece goods, and pro- 
posed increased carload rates _from 
legs in ‘Texas, not justified; Aug. 14, 
p. 320. 

Western Trunk Line Rules; in re West- 
ern Trunk Line rules, regulations, and 
exception to 4lassifications; I. and S. 
522 (34 I. C. C.,° 554-580). (1) West- 
ern Trunk Lines Circular 1-K, I. C. 
C. No. A-613, containing special rules 
and regulations and exceptions to 
classifications, filed to become effect- 
ive Oct. 1, 1914, was suspended by the 
Commission until Jan. 21, 1915, and 
further suspended until July 29, 1915. 
(2) Rule providing in effect for a car- 
load rating on miscellaneous freight 
in mail sacks, disapproved. (3) Elim- 
ination of rules for mixtures of salt 
and different kinds of pitch and tar 
in carloads with cement, lime, stucco 
and plaster, approved. (4) Cancella- 
tion of rule providing for shipment of 
cigarette papers with smoking tobacco 
at the tobacco rating, approved. (65) 
Cornstarch held to an uncooked 
cereal food product and ordered con- 
tinued in the list of uncooked grain or 
cereal food products manufactured 
from corh subject to corn rates. (6) 
Class B rating on iron and steel pipe 
applied as a proportional basis, or- 
dered continued. (7) Cancellation of 
rule providing on plastering hair or 
fiber -with carload shipments of lime 
or plaster 25 cents above the carload 
rate on lime or plaster at actual 
weight, approved. (8) Elimination of 
provision for fifth-class rating on 
2 ee ao or mixed carload shipments 
of stovepipe iron, stovepipe, stove- 
pipe elbows and _ coal hods, 
mixed carloads of the foregoing arti- 


eles and sheet-iron dripping pans and 
stove elbows, authorized. (9) Increase 
to 50,000 pounds of minimum carload 
weight on scrap iron into concentrat- 
ing points, approved. (10) Numerous 
other rules discussed and changes au- 
thorized for publication in a revised 
circular. (11) Attention directed to 
views of the Commission in Investi- 
gation and Suspension Docket 76, re- 
specting publicity of proposed changes 
and.method of classification procedure. 
(12) Where provisions are eliminated 
from one tariff in anticipation of pub- 
lishing them in another, the two 
tariffs should be amended  simul- 
taneously; July 24, p. .167. 

Yeliow Pine Sash, Door and Blind Man- 
ufacturers’ Assn. et al. vs. Southern 
Ry. Co. et al.; case 6883 (35 I. C. C., 
150-156). (1) Upon complaint that de- 
fendants’ carload rates on wooden 
building material from and to points 
in Southern Classification territory. 
are unreasonable and unjustly dis- 
criminatory because they bear no fixed 
relationship to the corresponding rates 
on lumber; and that defendants’ rule, 
applicable in certain parts of the 
Southeast, providing that the rates on 
building material will not apply to 
mixed carloads containing sash, doors 
or blinds unless other building mate- 
rials constitute 25 per cent of the to- 
tal weight of the car is arbitrary, un- 
reasonable and unjustly discrimina- 
tory; Held, (2) The rates on wooden 
building material should bear uniform 
relationships to the rates on lumber, 
but the facts of record do not war- 
rant the establishment of fixed differ- 
entials. (3) The Commission has in- 
stituted a general investigation as to 
the relationships between rates on 
lumber and manufactured products 
thereof. That proceeding will afford 
opportunity to present fully the mat- 
ters here brought in issue and sub- 
mitted upon an imperfect and unsat- 
isfactory record. The complaint will 
be dismissed without prejudice to any 
finding that may be reached in the in- 
vestigation referred to, or to com- 
plainants’ right to present in that 
proceeding such evidence as they de- 
sire to present; Aug. 14, p. 384. 


carrier responsible for~- 


p. 702. 


Defective car; 
(Legal Dept.); 


* 
Defective wheels; report of division of, “ 


gy ee at Oakwood, Wis.; 

pp. ’ . : 

De Groodt, B. J.; A. G. F. A, Chicago 
Great Western; p. 824. 

Delay; in delivery of magazines for par- 
ticular market (Legal Dept.); p. 1064. 

Delayed shipments; measure of damages 
(Legal Dept); p. 1128. 

Delivery; delay in (Legal Dept.); p. 667. 
Delivery; local law determines matters 
relating to (Legal Dept.); p.. 1283. 
Delivery to carrier; what constitutes it 
oie transportation (Legal Dept.); p, 
Delivery to wrong destination two sta- 
— of similar name (Legal Dept.); p. 
Demurrage; A. R. A. proposed changes 
in rules; p. 1282; protests of shippers 

heard, p. 1308. 
Demurrage; weather 
bunching (Legal Dept.); p. 1213. 
Demurrage, due to flood; Jewett, Bige- 
low & Brooks vs. C. H. & D. et al.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1199. 
Demurrage and storage; Obermeyer and 
Liebmann vs. N. Y. C.; see decisions of 
I. Cc. Ci p. 1088. 
Demurrage; New Jersey Zine Co, vs. C. 
% R. 7 J.; see decisions of I. C. 
-. BD E 
Demurrage; Foster Lumber Co. ¢s. G. °C. 
& mg et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
Pp. : 
Demurrage; on car returned empty (Leg- 
a Dept.); B — 
murrage; 5 ymouth Coal Co. vs. 
gs Valley; see decisions of I. C. C.; 


Demurrage; weather interference and 
bunching (Legal Dept.) p. 579. — 

Demurrage; charges on account rail- 
road’s errors (Legal Dept.); p. 547. 

Demurrage; tidewater coal; Plymouth 
Coal Co. vs. D. L. & W. see decisions 
of f.. C. C.; p, 527. 


Demurrage; Picher, Lead Co. vs. St. 
a 5 erage vs. 8t. L. & 


interference and 


R. Co.; see decisions of L C. - 


“ C.; p. 284 


and for Demurrage, on damaged shipments (Leg- 


al Dept.); p. 139. 


Si 





























Demurrage on lumber decision of I. C. C.; 
in case of Charles Este Co. vs. A.C. 
L. R. R. Co. et al’; see lumber; p.. 122. 

eee report en C. G. W. Wreck 


nes Iowa; p. 698. 

Deg Molnes ey cjg rates; see com- 
ag oy Cc. decision; ‘p. 

Des So ‘iiskinatae rates; are deci- 
sions of I. C. C.; p. 9. 

Detention charges on cars with heating 
apparatus; see heating. 

Distillers’ Supplies; Meatecky Distilleries 
& Warehouse Co. va. L. & N. R. R. Co. 
et al; see decisions of I. C. C.; 999. 

Divisions on electric lines; see "electric 

~ lines; p. 237. 

Dixon, George Has; address on pre- 
paredness and the railroads; p. 1207. 
Drayage charges on misrouted shipments 

(Legal Dept.); p. 1174. 

Drayage charges; allowances on mis- 
routed shipment (Legal Dept.); p. 1127. 

Drayage charges (Legal Dept.); p. 84. 


EDITORIAL. 
Advertising and freight traffic develop- 
ment; p, 685. 
Brisbane and Ford; a 
Car shortage; pp. 27 i 1089, 1145. 
Car spotting decision; a. 102. 
Clark, commissioner; address to traffic 
league; p. 645, 
Creative traffic development; pp. 317, 
605, 685, 837, 937, 1090. 
Cummins amendment; p. 5. 
Examiners, reports of; p. 1089. 
—— ee commission’s work; pp. 890, 
1089 


Incorporeal stations; p. 158. 

Industrial Railways; p. 101. 

Law course for traffic men; p. 509. 
eas decision in New York case; 


Merchant marine; pp. 889, 938. 

Military preparedness; p. 1034. 

Official classification; -committee— reor- 
ganization; p. 1033. 

Official classification committee; p. 1193. 

ae and state commissions; pp. 53, 

Prepayment provision worthless as 
foundation for demurrage; p. 101. 

Protective railroad organization; p. 565. 

Publicity methods of classification com- 
mittees; p. 157. 

Railway mail pay; p. 158. 

Railway revenues; commissioner’s sum- 
maries; 789. 

Redfield, ' De oretaey of Commerce, hav- 
wus fun with; p. 993. 
ee exclusive federal;- pp. 751, 

789, 837, 1198, 1241, pg 1305. 

Sash and door rate order; hs * 

Shipper’s sa of appeal; pp 717. 

mr or ety Vv. D.; elected ter of C. 


Taritte: Rentiy. constructed; p. 1033. 
Traffic manager a resource; p. 717. 
Transcontinental freight rates; pp. 509, 


Trap ‘car decision; p. 157. 
Wasting tariffs; pp. 54,’ 277. 
Western Advanced Rate case; 
318, 429, 645, 685, 717, 993. 
Western passenger fares; p. 1241. 


pp. 5, 


Egg delivery rules; New York er 
Mechance et al. vs. B. & O. et al.; 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 841. 


Electric lines; divisions on; Louisville 
Board of trade et al, vs. I. C. & S&S. 
Traction Co; et al.; see decisions of I. 
Cc. C.; p. 237. 

apes Stevedore (Short Haul Dept.); 
p. 79. : 

Electric trucks for canal piers; p. 305. 

Rikins law violations; p. 1024. 

Embargo; term misunderstood, p. 1147; 
—— * ycapenenati on export grain, etc.; 
Pp. 

Enlarging the Saomniunion (Washington 

letter), p. 55; W. A. Wimbish explains 
his éa, Pp. 143; suggestions by 8. e: 
Andrews in support of Kenyon bill, 
= . Schurz objects to me ars og 

oar reference by Commissioner 
Cian, p. 657: commissioners approve 
bill, Be Washington letter pp. 939, 
939; T. L. endorses Newlands pill, 
p. joss: ‘ut offered in congress, p. 1203; 
commission's annual report; p. 1292: 
bill in congress, p. 1334. 

Esch, John J., coneressman (Who's Who 
in Traffic); p. 1219. 


Ewing, J. C.: assistant general freight 
and pa agent Fort Dodge, Des 
Moines a Southern; * 1077. 

—- reports of (Editorial); p. 
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Examiners’ a: gen of litigants to Golaneia cases; see decisions of I. C. os 


review; pp. 1035, 

xceisior _ cne.: tor cases: see deci- 
sions of I 1094, 

&xpeditin Scuientanion’ s work; editorial, 
Pp. 890; I, T. L. endorses Newlands 
bill, p. 1053; reports of examiners (Ed 
torial), p. 1089; bill to enlarge tered 
in congress, p. 1203. 

Explosives; Nitro Powder Co. vs. West 
age cee R. Co. et al.; see decisions of 
7, Cs & % 

&xporter, a problem for the; communica- 
tion from W. H. Story; p. 1291. ; 
Express; in re rates, pratices, and ac- 
counts; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 239. 
&xpress_ classification changes; ‘hearing 
before Commission, p. 36; decision of L. 
Cc. C. in docket 4198 (Unreported Opin- 

ion 2139), p. 490. 
xpress Co. taxation in 8S. Dakota; 
Supreme Court decision; p. 11738. 

Express Company figures; I. Cc. C. 
reports; March, p. 220; April, p. 419; 
June and fiscal year, p. 876; July, p. 
1181; August, p. 1225. 

express service and rates; report of Com- 
mittee of N. A. R. C.; p. 1049. 

Express shipments; effect of Cummins 
amendment; p. 213. — 

sor ser, Franke P.; freight traffic manager 
Cc. & N ; p. i076. 

Fares; see FP bcthare Commutation fares 
UI. C. C, decision); p. 247. 

Farrell, Patrick J. (Who’s Who); p. 673. 

Federal reserve ruling (Washington let- 
ter); p. 319. 

Federal trade commission’s pipe line in- 
vestigation; p. 940. 

Feed and litter carriers; ein. Machin- 
ery Co. vs. A. T. & S, F. Ry. Co. et al.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; 64. 

Feit, Leo; chief of tari bureau of 
Wheeling and Lake Erie; p 878. 

Ferriage; New York-Jersey City Ferry 
Rates; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1313. 

Fertilizer and materials ety New Or- 
leans; see decisions of I. C. €.; p. 902. 

ree: Henry; plan for European peace; 
Pp. 


Forest poe near Memphis (Short Haul 
Dept.); p. 923. 

Fourth section; through rates from Buf- 
falo, Pittsburg and C. F. A. territories; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1093. 

Fourth section violations removed; Iowa 
Board of Railroad Commissioners vs. 
Arizona Eastern R. R. Co. et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p, 64. 

Fourth section order; effective date of 
3866 postponed; p. 230. 

Fourth section orders; California injunc- 
tion in scherule B and C rates; p. 1319. 

_— section board; its importance; p. 

Free time allowances; communication 
from H. W. White; p. 77. 

Freer, Guy M.; president National Indus- 
trial Traffic ‘League; p. 1227. 

— ht Claim Association; re 

session at Chicago; p. 67. 

Frei ht and storage charges; ‘consignor’ 8 
liability for (Legal Dept.); p. 1327. 

Freight rates in modern business; by T 

_ J. McLaughlin; p. 977. 

Frost damage; —- of Illinois Appel- 
ate Court; p: 

Frost damage, tisbility for (Legal Dept.); 
Pp. 


Fruit, loss and ——- claims on; com- 
munication by Will B, Henry; p. 730. 
Fruits and vegetables; Montrose and Del- 
ta Counties Freight Rate Ass’n vs. 
Denver and Rio Grande E. R. Co. et 

al.; see decisions of I. C. ; p. 115, 


rt of ann- 


Fuel oil; see wharfage eae on fuel 
oil; p. 17 
Gantt, T. A.; traffic a er Corn Pro- 


ducts Refining Co.; 

Gas cylinders; Prest- pares Co., Inc., v8. 
Boston & Albany et al.; see decisions 
of, I. Cc. C.; p. 1197. 

Gilbert, P. E.; advocates national lumber 
traffic congress; p. 415. ° 

Gilham, B.; communication on advanced 


rates; p. 146, 
Glasgow, W. Ba Jr.; theory of undue 
eevantate: ; 1051. 


Oltederal re A. 2 oe ee 

regula on of rates; p. ¥ 

so ge Athens Glass Co. et ‘al vs. B. 

R. R. Co. et al.; see decisions of f 
& C.; p. 244. 

Glass; Memphis Freight Bureau, e 
Binswa & Co.. vs, Southern Ry. 
al: ecisions of I. Cc. C.; p. 997. 

Glass: °c. C. Belknap Glass Co. vs. Great 
— see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

Glucose from Chicago; see decisions of I. 
Cc. C.; p. 1107. : ; 








Gavabtenant tok pag 
master general; p. 
Government a S 


{report of “post- 
able ai by 


Commissioner Clements; p. 958; 
S ; ee and ‘000, poor 


3p 1 
Gude, J. W.; manager 
Syracuse Chamber of Connnatoue ae 
Grain; Memphis Grain ane 
ation et al. vs. I. e . et al; 
see decisions of I 
Grain; Merchants’ Tnxphange es Bt. Louis 
vs. B. & O, et al.; Southwestern Mis- 
souri Millers’ Club vs. C. & A. et al.; 
‘see decisions of 1. C. C.; p. arr 
Grain; 
City, etc.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 


Grain; F. W. Stock & Sons vs. C. M. & 


St. P. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 


Pp. 190. 
bey Milwaukee ag ag of Commerce 
c. M. & St. Ry. Co. et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. ri p. 235, 

Grain, rates on, 
Laurenceburg, Ind. and soe points; 
see decisions of I. aC p. 

Grain; Missouri rates adjusted: 418. 

Grain; decision of I. C. C. ashyille 
reshipping case; p. 462. 

Grain; Henderson Commercial Club ys. 
er cae var ae et al.; see decisions of 

, Pp. 
Grate, sromvgreten of Canada’s crop; 


P. r 

Grain; A. B. Crouch Grain Co. et al. vs. 
A. T. & S. F. et al.; see decisions of 
I. C. C.; p. 945. 

Grain to the southwest; see decisions of 
I. C. C.; p. 1201. 

Grain; Globe Grain and Milling Co: ys. 
A. 7. a F. et al.; see decisions of 
I. C. C.; p. 1247, 

sag gxPort; storage charges proposed; 
p 

Gregory, attorney eneral proposes 
changes in commodities clause; p. 1318. 

Grits; Obermeyer and Liebmann ve N. 
Y..C.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 1038. 

Hamilton, D. R.; communteaton on 
“Turning Back the Clock;’” 2 Se 

Harbison, Thomas B.; paper Se trans- 
portation of milk and cream; p. 408. 

Hardin, W. M.; A. G. F. A. Minneapolis 
and St. Louis; p. 1183. 

Harding, H. McL.; paper on cargo hand- 
ling methods and appliances; p. 1071. 
Hashagen, J. D.; article on merchant 
marine; p. 93; article on Panama Canal 
service, p. 301; merchant marine, opp: 
555, 629: foolish legislation, p. ; 

standard shi building, p. 1178. 

Haywood, loss and damage pre- 
vention; Dp. 923. 

Heater car service; charges for (Legal 

Pp 

Heating cars; Providence Fruit and Pro- 
duce Exchange vs. Maine Central R. 
R. Co. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. 1002. 

Help for the Commission; plan Br vad 
deputy commissioners,« p. 567; 
described by Commissioner Clark. *: 
€57; commissioners approve bill, pf 
N. I. T. L. endorses Newlands bin: 
1053; bill offered in congress, p. 120 
commission's annual report, p. 1292; 
bill in congress, p. 1334. 


HELP FOR THE TRAFFIC MAN, 


Application of rates; pp. 677, 705, 821, 
927, 1224. 

Articles too wn Mage for side door; p. 593. 

Astray shipments; p. 89. 

Avene agreement; pp. 422, 553, 593, 


Bill of lading provisions; Pp. 877. 

Rill of lading provisions; p. 925. 
Billing, through; p. 421 

Bulk and package freight defined; p. 
Caustic soda in bags; 269. 

Claim presented to commission; Pp. 222. 
Classification, basis of; p. 877. 

aes) aban of old books and papers; 


Catiection of charges; p. 308. . 
Collection of charges; p. 926. 
Complete “ separate articles; p. 741, 
ae ig fferent articles in one; p. 


ieee and overcharge; 152. 
si gh wrong; responatbility fur; p. 


Demurrage, payment of; p. 222. 
Pemurrage charges’ p. 821 
Demurrage re. p. 925. 
Demurrage; 979. 
Demurrage: S. 1070, 
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Demurrage; p. 1223. 
oe. p. 1295. +“ 

mnage charge; p. 6 
Error of Carrier; p. 877. 
pape | car space; p. 5602. 

g cabinets; rates on; p. 47. 

Hides, skins, and pelts; P: 780. 
Information, disclosing of; pp. 160, 221, 


308. 
Insulated car; charge for; p. 1133. 
Interest on overcharge; p. 269. 
Interest on overcharge; p. 979. 
Iron wire from ps ay p. 821, 
Joint through rates; p. 1295. 
Legal rate; pp. 979, 1017, 1069, ie 
ae space in box cars; p. 633. 
joint, and through rates; p. 926. 
Marking of L. C. L. shipments; pp. 89, 
50. 


15 

ots of shipment; pp. 677, 742, 

\ 6 

Misrouting of shipments; correction by 

L.. Linzo; p. 799. 

Mixed carload rates; pp. 593, 926, 1017, 
1177, 1333. 

Monongahela City, Pa.; p, 780. 

Oklahoma points; minimum charge to; 
pp. 270, 307, 421, 653. 

Ores, low grade; p. 269. 

Overcharge claims; p. 89. 

Overflow from carl..ad shipments; p. 89. 

Overloaded cars; charges on; p. 1069. 

Prepayment of freight; p. 150. 

Publication of tariffs; pp. 704, 779, 877. 

Rates, application of; p. 47. 

Rates, reduction of; p 821. 

er local, joint, and ‘through; pp. 
421 

Rates, increased rates effective; p. 307. 

Refrigerator cars; detention os p. 634. 

Reparation, claim for; p. 221 

Reshipping rate on cotton fabrics; p. 


Routing of shipment; p. 1295. 

Routing instructions; p. 1333. 

Shipping directions; conflict in; Pp. 1333. 
Specific tariff provisions; p. 269. 
Statutory potioss p. "4 

Stone, rates P 269. 

Suspension Jr tan ffs; p. 269. , 
Switching and demurrage; p. 308. 
— incapable of enforcement; p. 


133 
Through rates without concurrence of 
= earriers concerned; pp. 221, 307, 


21. 
Transit privileges; p. 741. 
Transit tariff; — of; p. 704. 


PD. 
wae etables, eeoaa: “p-~ 503. 
Weighing of cars; p. 1017. 
Weight certificate; p. 553. 
Weights; changing by carriers; p. 150. 


Henderson, Ky., rate adjustment; Hen- 
derson Commercial Club vs. _ [Illinois 
Central et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 


p. 518. 

Henry, Will B.; article tr loss and dam- 
age claims on fruit; 0. 

Hides; D. Teceman & Co. vs. C. & N. W. 
et al,; a decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1311. 

Hinton P.; traffic manager, Grand 
Trunk Pacite; p. 1183. 

Hogs; rates Bet ween Salt Lake City and 
Ge a1 points; see decisions of I. C. 


G.: 201 
Hollingshead, L. ss writes of adequate 
ena a a 
Howard, Rr al on stop- 
over Benue: p. 207. 
Hunt, G. H.; article on how to cut out 
loss and damage; p. 217. 
Ice; Consumers’ Co. vs. C. & N. W. et 
al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 943. 
Ice; rates to Long Branch and other 
stations in ¢ Jersey; see decisions 


Ca & ©: 

Ice switching at Chicago; City Ice and 
Supply Co. vs. C. & ‘on et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; 1151, 

Incorporeal stations (Baitorial); p. 158. 

Indemnity no warrant for earrier’s con- 
version (Legal Dept.); p. 

Indictments, procured by Se iheiiatn: P. 


Industrial Railways (Editorial); p. 101; 
trunk lines -must resume_ relations 
(decision of I. C. C.); p. 609. 

Industrial Railways Case, second; in re- 
allowances to short lines of railroads 
servin industries; cancellation of 
rates tn connection with small lines by 
pent in official classification; see 

ions of I. C. C.; p. 

Po a Ry rates; new rule for; 2nd 

ae an fourth section order 


Interstate Commerce Commission: annu- 
al report; p. 1292. 


[ron; Phoenix Iron and Steel Co. 
H. & H. et al.; p Reg Bo wal eh Gc: 


fron, scrap; A. Marx, ete., as, A. Marx 
and Sons, vs. Illinois Central; see decis- 
ions of I. C. C.; p, 1152, 

[ron and steel; Commercial Club bag 
Bureau of Salt Lake City vs. A. T. & 

S. F. Ry. Co. et al.; see decisions of 
I. C. C.; p. 530. 

Iron and steel; confusion in westbound 
rates; p. 

[ron ore rates; "hearin ng set.at Pittsburgh; 
p. 625; hearing held at Pittsburgh, pp. 
857, 890, 962, 995, 1092. 

fron pipe and fittings; U. 8. Cast iron 
Pipe & Foundry Co. vs. Southern Ry. 
SE al; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

[ron and steel transcontinental rates; see 
trancontinental rates; p. 767 


James, Francis. B.; address to Traffic 
League on The New. Jurisprudence; p. 
91 


Japanese ppamepenes shipping; p. 678. 

Johnson, .; traffic manager, Colorado 
and Keuthat: “e 1076. 

Johnson, 8. H.; F. T. vs. C. R. I. and P.; 
p. 1296. 

Jones,” John M.; chief of Lenawee division 
of 1..C..¢. (Who’s Who); p. 45. 

Joseph, Isaac, Iron Co. vs. Morgan’s 
Louisiana and Texas R. R. & 8. S. Co. 
et al.; unreported opinion; p. 1042. 

Jurisdiction; sugar from Germany; John 
S. Seymour vs. Morgan’s La. and Tex. 
R. R. & 8S. 8S. Co. et al.; see decisions 
of I. C, C.; p. 514. 

Jurisprudence, the new; 
Francis B. James; P 91. 

Jurisprudence, the shipper and the new; 
address by E. J. MeVann; p. 867. 

Kenyon bill; suggestions in support of it 
by 8S. F. Andrews; p. 144. 

mye George J., on parcel post rates; 
Pp. 103. 


address. by 


Lake and rail rates; hearing on I. and 8. 
615 in Chicago; p. 720; argument in 
Washington, p. 1166. 

Lake lines divorce; petition of Chicago 
Board of Trade for permission to inter- 
vene, p, 759; Lehigh case set for argu- 
ment, p. 760; effective date of phe 
order postponed to Dec. 15, p. 
argument on Lehigh application, 
need of Commerce court illustra Be 
1147; rehearing denied, p. 1168; Lehigh 
Valley Meaty for reconsideration 
denied, p. 1246 

La Moure, Ww. T.; G. F. A. Boston and 
Main; p. 596. 

Law Course for traffic men (Editorial); 
Pp. 


LEGAL DEPARTMENT. 


Allowance for material in furnishing 
car; p. 1063. 

Appliances in R. R. construction work; 
transportation of; p. ‘ 

Average eement; ears held for 
orders and place of delivery; p. 736. 
bill of tading to shipper’s order; p. 808. 
Bill of lading; delivery of goods to car- 

rier without; p. 305. 

Billing to point ‘nd state and rebilling to 
oint outside; 06. 

Billing; shipments billed to intermed- 
iate points and rebilled to ultimate 
destination; p. 547. 

Billing; shipment billed to intermediate 
point and rebilled to ultimate desti- 
nation; p. 701. 

Carmack Amendment; carrier’s liabili- 
ty under; p. 1174. 

oa aes on basis of tariff 
authority; p. 

Claim; Jn Bt ot notice; p. 580. 

Claim; relinquishment notice; p. 6547. 

Claim; freight charges have not priori- 
ty in ban ruptey proceedings; ». 497. 

Claim, what constitutes notice of: 39. 

Claims, under Cummins amendment; 


Claims, manner of filing; p. 306. 

Claims; manner of filing; p. 970. 

Claims; statute runs against from date 
of delivery; p. 1009. 

Claims; waiver of time within which 
to file: p. 1009. 

Claims, manner of filing; p. 1063. 

Claims; Se as ta and waiver of time 
to file; p. 1213 

ier a time within which to file; p. 


8 
Cerna material; transportation of; 
to; 


Content ents, straight; notice of -refu- 
accept noe necessary; p. 807. 


Concealed, Ag 2 notice of damage |. Ov 


Conversion; sale by carrier without 
necessity; a 1173. 

Corresponden addressed to commis- 
sion; p. iid, : 

Cummins amendment; saneere of dam- 
age to middleman; pp. 913, 1128. 

Cummins amendment; time’ for filing 
claims; p. 1283. 

Dam ed shipments; burden of proof; 


p. 580 

Damages; time within which to bring 
suit; p. 1327. 

Damages; loss of profit as an element; 


Pp 
a for reconsigned shipments; 
Pp. 


Decisions; Anality of 
orders; p. 970 
Defective car; ‘carrier responsible for; 


commission 


p. 702. 

Delay; in delivery of magazines for 
particular market; p. 1064. 

Delayed shipments; measure of dam- 
ages; p. 1128. 

Delivery to carrier for transportation; 


p. il 
Delivery; local law determines matters 
relating to; p. 1283. 
Delivery to wrong destination—two: sta- 
tions of same name; p. 736. 
Delivery; what constitutes delay; p. 667. 
Demurrage on damaged shipments; p. 


Demurrage; eres on account rail- 
road’s errors; p. 547. 

Demurrage; weather interference and 
bunching; p. 5 

Demerrage; on car returned empty; p. 


Demerener, weather and bunching; p 


Drayage gard > on misrouted ship- 
ments; p. 1174 

Drayage charges; allowamce on mis- 
routed shipment; p. 1127. 

Drayage charges; p. 84 

Freight and storage Saspee: consign- 
or’s liability for; p. 132 

Frost damage; liability a Pp. 1063. 

Heater car service; charges for; p. 267. 

indemnity no warrant for carrier’s con- 
version; p. 39. 

Liability of 


waiver; p. 1214. 
<n a. carrier for confiscated 


coal; p. 121 
Liability for . freight 
charges; 970 


me of, ‘carrier as warehouseman ; 
Be so 


carrier; salvage-lien- 


and storage 


‘delivery is induced by shipper; 


ris. 
Linbility; frost damage under alterna- 
tive tariff provision; p. 498. 
Liability of carrier as warehouseman 
during transportation; p. 412. : 
me 87 ed consignor liable for freight 
F. O. B. shipment point of origin? p 


412. 
LinBity;, ant companies’ limitation 


Liability for lost time to damaged pri- 
vate cars; p. 83. 

Liability for safe pig carrier can- 
not divest itself of; 3. ? 

Liability for misdelivery; p. 40. 

a party entitled to recover for; p 


Lost shipment; charges on epee to 
.replace; pp. 773, 808, 913. 

Marking goods, error in; p. 83. 

Minimum nee cars loaded: to visible 
capacity; p. 1284. 

Misdelivery; time within which to file 
elaim; p. 701. 

Misrouting,. claims for; adjusted by re- 
sponsible carrier; p. 

Misrouting; two points in state by same 
name; p. 774. 

mes via. particular junction; p. 


Misrouting; carrier folldwin “eee 
instruct ons not responsible for; Pp. 


138. i 
dMisrosting, account of lower state rate; 


mixea ‘shipments, rates on; p. 773. 

Natural route; legal through rate must 

Sigtien kit sanniance of consignee’s re 
oO > ad 
fusal to accept; p. 873. 

Notice of arrival; eaRRe of; p. 807. 
Metice of ba for lane: a 4 a 
Scat 3 claims; y again 

ercharges. ms nt ag time 
re Bp 
wit which to recover; p. 619. 
Own Pi peees:, Gateior meat delay" 
nize; p. 701. 
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Guif, C. 8. F. 


vs. Bowers and Son 
(Texas)? p. 494. 


Hardesty vs. A. T. & S. F. (Kan.); pp. 
1323, 1325. 

7“ vs. C. M. & St. P. (Wash.); p. 

Herold vs. U. 8S. Express Co. (Neb.); 
pp. 494, 495. 

Horton vs. aangpes & Goldfield R. Co. 
(Nevada); p. 

Houston and am Central vs. Lindsey 
(Texas; pp. 494, 495. 

Hover vs. Arledge (Texas); p. 495. 

Hovey vs. Tankersley (Texas); Pp. 
663, 664, 

Hudson vs. C. St. P. M & O. (Minn.); 
pp. 1125, 1126. 

.Huffman vs. Henry Motor Co. (Neb.); 
p. 663. 

aer® vs. St. L. & H. (Mo.); p. 


Central _ vs. 


Illinois Wilson & Co, 
(Tenn.); p. 495. 

International and G. N. vs. Frank 
(Texas); p. 771. 

International & G. N. vs. Penny 
(Texas); p. 700. 

yg ote gy. and G. ' N. Ry. Co. vs. 

Rhoden (Texas); p. 665. 


International and G. Ry. Co. vs. Frank 
(Texas); p. 664. 

Isbel-Brown Co. vs. 
Co. (Ark.); p. 493. 

Judson et al. vs. M. & St. L. (Minn.); 
p. 1061. 

gs "ad Southern vs. Bull (Ark.); 


Kansas City M. & 'O. vs. Fugatt 


Stevens Grocer 


Okla.); p. 573. 
iinet ee. Cc. & N. w. (Neb.); p. 911. 
Keithley vs. Lusk (Mo.); p. 699. 
Keithly vs. Lusk (Mo.); pp. 663, 664. 
Kent vs. C. B. & Q.; P 545, 546. 
Kent vs. C. B. & Q. ( 494. 


Kilgore & Son, Po see Vahey p. 495. 
Kingston Cotton Mills vs. A. C. L. 
(N. C.); pp. 1061, 1062. 
Lamb vs. McHan (Ga.); 
wer id Brewing Co. vs. PT. &-48: 
8S. circuit ct.); p. 1007. 
Little & Co. vs. A. C. L. (N. G.); p. 


a vs. Nv Y. C. & H. R. (N. Y.); 


645. 
Labievillc & N. R. R. Co. vs. Cheat- ' 
wood (Ala.); p. 663. 
Louisville and N. R. 
(Ala.); p. 663. 
Louisville and N. R. 
wood (Ala.); p 663. 
Louisville & N. vs. Risenstein; pp. 617, 
6 


N. Y. C. & H. R. (N. Y.); pd. 


Lyons vs. Grand Trunk Ry. Co. of 
Canada (Mich.); p. 493. 
— vs. C. R. I. & P. 


p. 805. 


R. Co. vs. Jones 


R..Co. vs. Cheat- 


Lynch vs. 
545. 


* 


(Neb.); p. 


sis Talbott & Johnson, vs. C. & O. 
CW. Va.); P, 1211. 

Meek ys. U. P. (Kan.); p. 493. 

Michelson vs. eng Freight Forward- 


ing Co. (Ill.); - 
Missouri, K. & T. et al. vs. Dale Bros. 
(Texas) ; p. 1324 


Missouri K. & T. vs. A. E. Want & Co. 
(Texas); p. 1323. 

oun) K. e. T. Ry. Co. vs. Foote 
Missouri K. & T. vs. Foote (Okla.); 


. 663. 
Missouri, K. & T. Ry. Co. of Texas vs. 
Neale ee: 3 546 


Missouri O. Ry. vs. French 

ee! B 1381, 1282. 
orrison, ent and rar ne he vs. 

Moiinole Central (Mo.); pp. 493, 494. 

Mutual Lumber Co. vs. Southern Ry. 
Co. (8. C.); p. 493 

Nashville C. & St. L. vs. C. V. Truitt 
Co. (Ga.); pp. 965, 966. 

Nashville, C. & St. L. vs. Johnson 


(Ind.); pp. 1125, 1126. 

Norfolk & Baad vs. Steele &-Son (Va.); 
pp. 805, 

Northern Pasific vs. Finch et al. (N. 
D.); pp. 966, 967. 

Be hye -Gordon Yow Co. vs. C. R. I. & 


P. (Mo.); p. 128 

Pecos and N. T. Ry. Co. vs. Holmes 
(Texas); p. 6 

Pennsylvania R. R. vs. Titus (N. Y.); 


P. 1061. 
Peeenivens R. R. Co. .vs. Reifel (N. 


772. 

Penniee’ state Savings Bonk vs. M. K. 
& T. (Mo.); pp. 493, 
Pinkussohn Cigar Co. vs. " Clyde Ss. B. 

Co, (S, C.); pp. 699, 700 


Poors Se Southern Express Co. (Ala.); 


Presley Fruit ae vs. St. L. L. M. & 8. 
(Minn.); p. 


Quanah, A. : * vs. Jones Lumber Co. 


(Texas); pp. 573, 
eae A. & P., vs. “Collier (Texas); 
p. 1 


men 8. M. K. & T. Ry. Co. (Kan.); p 


2, Spe A. C. L. (8. C.); p. 
— vs. C. & N. W. Pais): p. 


Rov ™ Georgia R. & Banking Co. et 
al.; 871. 

St. Louis & 8S. F. vs. 
(Okla.); p. 1323. 

St. Louis & S. F. vs. Waggoner et al. 
(Okla.); p. 1211. 

St. Louis, I. M. & S. vs Nunley (Ark.); 
pp. 1125, 1126. 

St. Louis 8S. W. vs. 
(Ark.); p. 1008. 

St. Louis, L . & S. vs. Laser Grain 
Co. (Ark.); p. 1007. 

St. Louis & 8S, F. vs. Pickens (Okla.); 
p. 1007. 

St. Louis I. M. & S. R. R. vs. Hudgins 

(Ark.); p. 66 


Wood et al. 


Haynie & Co. 


St. Louis, I M. & S. vs. Starbird | 
(Ark.); P. 664. 
St. Louis, I & S. Ry. Co. vs. Cumbie 


(Ark.); p. tet. 
eA Louis & 8S. F. Ry. Co. vs. Ladd; 


618. 

st Louis 8S. Ww. of Texas vs. Overton 
ee p 575. 

St. Louis S. W. Rv. Co. of Texas vs. 
‘ities & White (Texas): p. 546. 

St. — I: M. & S. vs. Dague (Ark.); 
p. 

St. Louis I. M. & S. vs. Bliss-Cook 
Oak Co. (Ark.); p. 494. 

St. — I. M. & S. vs. Allen (Ark.); 
p. 

St. Louis S. W. of. Texas vs. Miller 
and White (Texas); p. 495. 

& Be & W. Ry. Co. vs. Booth (Ga.); p. 

Shaw vs. Southern (Ga.); vo. 771. 

Shiver vs. Tift (Ga.): p. 700. 

Sikes vs. St. L. & S. F. (Mo.); pp. 494, 


- 495. 
Southern Ry. Co. vs. Bynum (Ala.): p 
Southern vs. Rennett (Ga.); p. 965. 
Southern vs. Renes (Ala.):; p. 771. 
Southern vs. Renes (Ala.); p. 699. 
Sonthern Pacific vs. Superior Court, 
Kern County (Cal.): n. 573. 


Southern Ry. vs. Morgan (Ga.): p. 573. 
Southern vs. Brewster (Ala.): p. 54h. 


Southern Express Co. vs. Grace (Miss.);. 


p. 493. 

Southern Pacific vs. Meadows & Co. 
(Texas); p. 495. 

Svence vs. Sovthern (¢S. C.); p. Pe 

Stevens-Scott Grain Co. vs. ‘A. T. 
F. (Kan.): p, 643. 

Stevens & Russell vs. St. Louis S. W. 
(Texas); op. 57%. #74, 575. 

Sykes vs. St. Louis R. R.: p. 871. 

Texarkana and Ft. S. Ry. Co. vs. Brass 
(Texas): p 494. 

Texas & P. Rv, Co. vs. Louisiana Com- 
mission (La.): pm 1169. 

Texas & N. O. vs. Hancock (Texas): p. 


575. 
Texas & P. vs. DeLong (Texas): 546. 
bi & P. vs. Martin Bros. (Texas): p. 

95. 
Southern (S. C.); pp. 965, 


Trekes vs, 
966. 

Turner Creamerv Co. vs. C. M. & St. P. 
(8S. D.); pp. 1279, 1280. 

U. eg Express Co. vs, State (Okla.); p. 


U. S. Horse Shoe Co. vs. American Ex- 
press (Pa); pp. 1324. 1325. 

United States vs. P. & R. Ry. Co. (U. 
8. D. C.): p. 700. 

United &. 8S. Co. vs. Houston Packing 
Co. (Texas): p. 69 

United States vs. Pnitadelphia and R. 
(U. S. De. C.): p. 3 

Vehicle Supplv Co. yi al. vs. McInTurff 
et al. (Ark.): p. 1323. 

Veitch vs. Illinois Central (Ala.); p. 545. 

Watson vs. U. P.; pp. 617, 618. 

Wells Fargo vs. Powell (Texas): p. 664. 


ba dage 4 vs. Southern Ry. Co. (S.C.); 


Williams vs. Central of Georgia, and 
other cases (Ga.); p. 700. 

Wise vs. A. C. L. (8S. C.); p. 

Wolverine Brass Works vs 
Pacific (Mich,); p. 573, 


Gouthern 


ye Rudolph, Co. vs. Barrett Ow. 


¥.); 
Zakraewski vs. Great Northern oe: 


Loss damage ge prevention by G. T 
te (Short ul Dept.) ; -p.- gl 
shipment; hi to 
replace (Legal Dept.); p. 773. 
Lost shipment; charges on® et to 
replace : ( Dept.); p. 91 

Lost enon’: sit “Dent: p on ho sean to 
replace (Le 

Luce, G. W.; we on ge ‘successful 
business getter; 304. 

Lumber; Haskew umber Co. vs. N. C. 
& bs . Le gas al.; see decisions of 

; PD. 

Lumber; ‘Bascom-French Co. et al. vs. 

& 8. F. Ry. Co. et al.; see deci- 
= of L. C. p. 65. 

Lumber; Charles Este Co. vs. 

R. ra et al.; see decisions or ho + a: 
D. 

Lumber transit rules; George M. Spiegle 
& Co. et al. vs. Southern Ry. Co.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.;-p. 128, 

Lumber; rates from Southern points to 
Ohio River crossings and other points; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 176. 

Lumber; in‘readvances on hardwood and 
other kinds of lumber ‘and articles 
manufactured therefrom from points’ in 
Arkansas, Louisiana, etc., to ares aro 
sg — etc.; see decisions of of I. C. C.; 


Lanene traffic congress advocated by P. 
E. Gilbert p. 415. 

Lumber; rates from Wilson, Ark., and 
other points, to yee ay are other 
points; see decisions of I. 

Lumber;- Des Moines Saw San ie ie + 4 
M. & St. L. et al.; see decisions of I. 
C. C.; p. 4384, 

Lumber; rates from seuthern points to 
Ohio river crossings and other points; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 570. 

Lumber; cooperation of ‘dealers advised 
by P. S¢ Wilmau: p. 627 

Lumber; E. P. Ladd & Co. vs. Gould S 


a: Ry., — et al.; see decision of I. & 
“e 
Lumber; Poster Lumber Co. vs. Clats- 


kanie Transportation Co. et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 847; commient 
from Washington, p. 891. 

Lumber from Michigan © gsiees see deci- 
sions of I. C. C.; p. 

Lumber: ‘Foster Lumber Co. vs. G. C. 
Ss. F. Ry. Co. et al.; see decisions & 
I. C. C.; -, 901. 


r Co. vs. St. L. . et al; see, 


decisions of.I. C. C.; p. 944. 

Lumber; ne Bros. Lumber Co. vs. 
N. C. & St. L. et al.; see decisions of 
I. C. C.; p. 998. 


Lumber; Beekman Lumber Co. vs. Tre- 
mont and Gulf et al.; see decisions of 
I. ©. C.; p. 1106. 


se a G. L. Gray Lumber Co. vs. A. 


& N.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 
lise 
Lumber and forest products; Eastern 


Oregon Lumber Producers’ Ass’n vs. 
Oregon- ate on R. R. & Nav 
tion Co. et see decisions of I. 
C.; p. 1154. 

Lumber, transit rule; Maley and Wertz 
et al) vs; L. & N.; see decisions of I. 
Cc. C.;. p. 1200 

Lumber; Union Lumber Co. vs. Gulf, Col- 
orado, and Santa Fe et al.; see decis- 
ions of I. C. C.; p. 13811. 


Lumber inquiry; ordered by commission, - 


p. 138; comment. from Wash on, p. 
103; importa: ce discussed by A. Fiet- 
cher Marsh, pp. 2 302; questions 
asked by commission, p. 416; time for 
answers to questions extended, p. 
Lumbermen and rate makers; communi- 
cation from P.-S. Wilnau; p. 1217. 
Lyon, Frank; communication on railroad 
control of private cars; p. 207 
Mangrove, Myrobalans, Valonia: National 
Association of Tanners et al. vs. Le- 
ng ‘sro * os al; see decisions of I. 


Gg 
Marking Seote: error in (Legal Dept.); 


p 

Marking of packages; report of traffic 
league committee; p. 659. 

Marsh, A. Fletcher; discusses importance 
of lumber inquiry; p. 259. 

Marshall, A. Jackson; secretary Electric 
Vehicle Association of America; article 

‘ on the electric stev : p. 79. 

ag W. B.: commiss' Dubuque 

Pp 


pers’ Association; p. 740. 


Himmelburger-Harrison Lum-,» 
& 8S. F. 
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Western passenger fares; order in I. 
and S. 600 vacated in part; p. 562. 
wer. poter in I, and S. 630 vacated; 

Pp. 
Zeinicker, Walter A., Supply Co. vs. 
C..3..£.& P. et al; case 6948; re- 
opened for further hearing; p. 912, 


Misdelivery; time within which to file 

' claim (Legal Dept.); p. 701. 

Misrouting, a, ys lower state rate 
(Legal Dept.); ang 

Misrouting; carrier ‘ctiabine shipper’s 
De pet responsible for (Legal 

Misrouting. via rticular junction (Legal 
Dept 66, ; 


Mieronttn ng: tee points in state by same 
name (Legal Dept.); p. 774. 

eee: voleine for; adjusted by re- 
sponsible carrier (Legal Dept.); p. 969. 

Missouri au rates adjusted; p. 418. 

mee ~ pments; rates on (Legal Dept. iH 
p. 773. 

Moores’ F. A.; A. G. F. 
town & Gloversville RY . 

Moore, J. mpton; article on the water- 
ways movement; p. 303. 

Morgan, J. A.; traffic commission of 
Houston Chamber of Commerce, etc.; 


, Fonda, Ea 


y 

Motor trucks; as a means of cheapening 
Tates; p. 1221. 

Myrobalans; see Mangrove; p. 433. 

Nailing wooden boxes; p. 217. 

Nashville switching case; federal court 
denies application of carriers for in- 
junction; p. 6 

Nashville switchin case, second; decision 
of Tennessee ederal Court; Pp. 905; 
answer of I. C. C.; p. 1135; Supreme 
court denies motion for stay of opera- 
tive date of commission’s order. p. 1 og 

Nashville reshipping rates; W. 8. Dun- 
can & Co. vs. N. C.. & St. L. et al.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 462. 

National Association of Railway Com- 
missioners; call for San Francisco con- 
vention, p. 695; report of committee on 
shippers claims, Pp. 828; speech of Clif- 
ford Thorne, p. 863; s eech of commis- 
sioner Clements, p. 955; report of San 
Francisco meeting, p. 1049; he sg of 
J. M. Belleville to N. » Pp. 1056. 

National Legislation; report by commit- 
tee of American Bar Ass’n on Cum- 
mins act and Pomerene bill; p. ence 

National Industrial Traffic 
meeting in Toledo, pp, 612, er $91: 
docket for November meeting, p. 961; 
— meeting at Chicago, pp. 1053, 

Natural route; legal through rate must 
be via (Legal Dept.); p. 701. 

Nebraska Shreveport chee; 
heard by commission; p. 892. 

Newell, J. W.; president Freight’ Claim 
Association; address to convention; p. 


New Haven trial; calls attention to ap- 
aoe of anti trust laws to railroads; 
Dp 

New Mexico, rates to; New Mexico State 
Corporation Commission vs. A. T. & 8S. 
F. et al.; 
same; 


argument 


Roswell Commercial Club vs. 
fourth section ott 689; 
see decisions of I. C. 56. 

Nitrate of soda; King Souter Co, et al. 
vs. Pennsylvania et al.; ; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 1199. 

Norman, J, V.; conimunicatian on I. and 
8S. 520; p. 263. 


Notice; to consignor of consignee’s re- 
fusal to accept (Legal Dept.); p. ibe 
ept.); 


te claim tor loss (Legal 
Notice of arrival; 
Dept.); P: 07. 
Ocean freight inquiry; qpequtecmert of 
investigation by I.  %. 491. 
Ocean freight rates Wt ion of; bills 
in congress, pp. 1204, 1334. 
Ocean shippers; warning in regard to 
rates to ee countries; p. 707. 
aed traffic and Sherman law; p. 974. 
classification; committee reor- 
« anlzes: DP. 1033, 1080, 1193. 
jal classification ratings: hearing on 


sufficiency of (Legal 


proposed changes; pp. , al; argument 
heard, p. 799. og 
teway case; see passenger 


‘ares; p. 388. 
~- rate scale (Washington letter); p. 


Oil; commission's report to senate; see 
petroleum; p, 1245. 

Ol; aoe oil rates; Milliken Re- 
fini Co. vs. M. x. & toe et al.; see 


of 2 Sy 0 
PM vs. Southern 
Corporation 


decisions of 


' Commission vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry; 
et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. ce 
Oil i conference with commission; 


p. 106 

Ore; Columbia. Gold Mining Co, vs, Ore- 
gon- - Washington = ie ya 
oe. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

Ore; traffic on the Great Lakes (Short 
Haul Dept.); p. 1013. 

Overcharge claims; priority of, against 
receivers (Legal Dept.); p 667. 

Overcharge refund; oolisiingesialietibe by 
A. W. Sherwood; p. 655. 

Overcharge ‘refund;, Ludowici-Celadon 
Co, vs. Florida East Coast Ry. Co. et 
al.; see decisions of I. C, C.; p. 287. 

Overcharges and undercharges; time 
we which to recover (Legal Dept.); 
p. 619. 

Ownership of goods; carrier must recog- 
nize (Legal Dept.); p. 701. 


Pacific Coast switching case; decided by 
I. C. C.; p, 1338. 

Pack Trains vs. Railway; p. 218. 

Packing of a pe for ah Ee: p. 218. 

Packing of butter for export; p. 304. 

Packing for export (Short Haul Dept.); 


Pp. 633. 

Packing for Mexican interior (Short Haul 
Dept.); p. 676, 

Packing for Cairia.; p. 677. 


Packing . goods for Valparaiso (Short 
Haul Dept.); p. 1 
Packing and marking (Short Haul 


Dept.); p. 1179. 
eee) way to better it in “America; 
22 
Packing House products; Houston Pack- 
ing Co. vs. Houston East and West 


Texas Ry. Co. et al.; see decisions of 
Cc. C.; p. 1249. 
Panama Canal applications; see Boat 


Line Control. 

Panama Canal competition (Washington 
letter); p. 319. 

Panama Canal competition; p. 597. 

Panama Canal_ service; communication 
by J. D. Hashagen; p. ‘ 

Panama Canal traffic in July; p. 735; 
New Jurisprudence, p. 791; closed on 
account of slide, p. 866; Panama rail- 
road rates, pp. 890 950, 995; canal and 
merchant marine; D. 951, 

Paper, news print; Alexandria Papér Co, 
vs. A. T. & 8S. F. et al.; same vs. 
Arkansas Central et al.; see decisions 
of 1. C, C.; p. 1156. 

Paper rate agreement; p. 552. 

Paraffine case; see private cars. 

Parcel post; size limit of packages in- 
creased; p. 138 


Parcel post; agreement between U. S. 
and Argentina; p. 819. 

Parcel post; report of postmaster gen- 
eral; p. 1293. 


Passes; to employes of oe car lines 
(Conference ruling); z: 

Passes; for watch an time inspectors 
(Conference ruling); p. 218. 

ore rule as to reports by conductors; 
p. 

Passes; penalty an issuing and using 
(Legal Deft.); 140, 

Passes and die pone SA (Editor- 
ial); pp. 53, 1306 

Passenger fares; Supreme court decision 
in S. Carolina case of Southern vs. 
Campbell; p. 1048. 

Passenger fares ete Gateway case); 
increased fares via D, & R. G. through 
Ogden and Salt Lake City Gateways; 
see decisions of I. C.; p. 388. 

Passenger fares; see Sou thern commuta- 
tion fares (I. C. C. decision); p. 247. 

Passenger tickets; error in issuance 
(Conference ruling); p. 271. 

Passenger tickets; Paul Bergman vs. 
Illinois. Central et al.; see decisions of 
i GC. SS eee 

Payment for performance of car- 
riage (Legal pt.); p. 807. 

Peaches, from ae “points; see deci- 
sions of lL C. C.; 

Peddler cars; rates yer rules on ship- 
ments of packing house products, fresh 
meats, and other articles transported 
in peddler cars in southwestern terri- 


tory; see decisions of I. C. C.; p, 523. 
Peddler cars; commission denies pp 
ers 


for rehearing in I. and 8S, 409 an 
inquiry; p. 996. 

Petroleum; report of I, C. C. to U. S&S. 
Senate; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 


1245. 
~_ P, owe address on Transpor- 
on; p. y 
Phoenix, Kriz. ng eu! rates; miners 
evs. A \ & 8. F. "et al.; see deci 
sions of I. ‘a ‘e: p. 517. 


Pig iron from Vir _de- 
cisions of I. C. p. 1159. 

Pig iron; “Sheffield Steel & Iron Co. 
oe te Se ES Fa Ses ore isions 
our ae C._C.; pp. 476, 543. : 

g iron; ~ supplemental reparation com- 

“piaint filed in Sloss- Sheffield case; p. 


Low Moor Iron Co. et al, vs. 
: Ae. al.; see decisions of I. C. 


Pipe PS ine investigation by Federal. Trade 
Commission; p. 940. 

Pomerene_ bill; Ye igae oS Aneta ms 
Ass’n Committee; Dp. iy ee 
Traffic League Be tinea p. fuil 
text of measure, p. 1276 

stra talk of repeal a law against it; 


nia furnaces; see 


"6 & iron; 4 


Dp. 
Portland harbor improvements; p. 625. 
Postal cards, etc; rates on; p. 1224. 
Posting of "tariffs; er allowed 
from section 6; p. 102 
a of tariffs; i Hctenient returned ; 


1080. 
Postmaster General; annual report; Pp. 


9 
Potato trade in South America (Short 
Haul) ae a 675. 
Powell, C.; address on The Railway 
and the Automobile; p. 697. 
preng freight charges (Legal Dept.); 


pel i a: SO and the Haigh 4 Presi- 


dent Wilson's me congress; 
pp. 1193, 1195, a ‘address of George 
Dallas Dixon: p. 

Prepayment; 1 Bvt’ worthless .as 
foundation for demurrage, decision of 
I. CG. C.; in case of Charles Este Co. vs. 
Atlantic Coast Line et al. (Editorial); 


101. 
President Wilson’s message on ee c= mil 
poe age editorial, p. 1193; text of m 
p.. 1207; comments, pp. 1195, 1243: 
Newlanaa bill, pp. 1826, 1334. 
Price, me VY) communication on Texas 


Pagreement Yr 

charges (Legal Dept. 

Private cars; railroad control of; article 
by George P. Boyle; p. Faraffine 
Works decision (Washington lett letter) 
159; communication. by aden, 
p. 307; communication by Freon teen. 
p. 207; question raised as. to > ypoons 
of Paraffine decision before com- 
mission, Be 231; effective ie of order 
in Paraffine case postponed, Psi Pe; 
Boyle r-apetage 5 be nington letter, of 

Pp. ; rT, > 

Federal Court at Pitts- 

fine case, pp. 994, 1043. 

Private contract enforcement; 
Samuel vs. ee ree et al.; ‘see deci- 
sions of I. C. C.; 942. 

Proportional! class’ ten to lowa nts: 
fourth section anpivatiqne 
9992; see decisions of I. C. C.; px. 

Protective railroad organization (Editor- 
ial); p. 565, 

Prouty, C. A.; address to employes of I. 
Cc. Cc. on, subject of valuation; p. 1317. 

Publicity methods of classification com- 
mittees (Editorial); p. 157; Washington 
letter, p. 159. 

Pullman fares; railroad commission of 
Nevada vs. Southern Pacific Co. et al.: 
see decisions of I, C. C.; p. 941. 

Quirk, Robert E.; address to Freight 
Claim Association; p. 69. . 

Quotation of rate, erroneous (Legal 
Dept.); p. 1283. 

Railroad prosperity; B - sghey i poe 
schools of tariff though oh. 

Rails and equipment; Lag nt 
tee of N. A. R. ie © 

Railway Mail Pay; Alan 
Arragon, p. 131; editorial, P. hat ie. 
nificance of change in staff of post- 

p. 595; action by traffic 

New York Merchants 

Association “figs railroads underpaid, 

Pio? 911; report of postmaster general, p. 


Railway revenues and nses; report 
by E aye | of Railway  Heonomics ; for 


native revenues and ex 


_ttapsportation 
36. 


master general, 
league, 


shenbeke: May, ‘p. 82; May aed ponses 1-8. C. 
; ae gutine therewit Batt 
July, + nade 0; 


August 
Beptember, Ppp. Pare, ‘io1t, fia. iditor- 


Rate; 
state shi ipment (Legal “Dept): Pp. 3a 
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Satet appliances; decision of I. C. C.3 


Rates; _reaso measured by al 
st, ‘Louls = case; see decisions of 


“paper” rate ( Dept.); p. 579. 









= Rates, through, higher, than intermedi- o ‘EL Packing and marking; p. 1179. 
= ; eported opinion; p. Packing goods for Valparaiso: p. 1179. 
. = R Gauni.cane: dedialon. of Masters Salt: Cleveland Salt Co. vs. Pennsylvania Packing for Maxisha inteclal: ane 






Co. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 


89. 

Salt; Ss mx Crystal Salt Co. vs. M. 
C. R. Co, et al.; see decision of I. 
C. &: p. 843. 

Salt; Morris & Co. et al. vs. y P. et al.; 
see decisions of L. C. C.; p. 1309. 

<r baggage rule; see baggage; p. 


Pennsylvania Federal court; p. 135. 
¥ Reading reat 4 argument on appeal of P. 
). & R. have order in complaint of 
Pitenreon Portland Cement Co. set 
aside; p. 910. 
Reading case; decree of Pennsylvania 
Federal court; p. 963. 































Packing for export; p. 633. ‘ 
Packing of butter for export; p. 304. E “ 
Packing of goods for export; p. 218. 
Potato trade in South Amete: xs = 


Sault. Ste. Marie Canals; 
through them in June, ‘i916; <a $92. 
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Reelin Res -trust 1148 1 .ayreet by the | sand and gravel; rates from Wisconsin Travis Oe abies Pp. St5, 
r SoxeTaume pp. points to Chicago and athe points; see | Trucks, electric, for canal pier. 405. os 
y Rebates; report of I.-C. C. to U. S&S. decisi I. Cc. G.; 202. & 
in'U. 8 ecisions of Trucks, motor; demand in Ho: ras; 
1 ewat oe Steel case; see deci- | Sash, doors blinds, etc.; Oklahoma Traffic p. 592 ; 
ons of I. C.; p. 1245. Ass’n et al. vs. Abilene & Southern Ry. | ~~ Trucks; industrial trucks in service of - 
Rebating convictions; p. 1299. Co: et al.; rates on doors to Louisiana; Pennsylvania Railroad; p.- 919. 
ees orders; Beekman Lumber portion of fourth 6 ae ale Waterways movement; article by J. 
. vs. Tremont and Gulf et al.; see 631; see decisions of I. C.; p. 1100. Hampton Moore; p. 3 
4 decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1106. ¢ Sash and door rate Gihie” ‘anaitdnal: p. | Wooden boxes; how to nail them; p. 217. 
Reconsi as i ge a on igizere, to ‘ it at taxs c : Aussie 
j recon ; Reeves Oo. vs. Pere | Sau e. arie anals; commerce 
; Marquette et al.; see Secisinike of I. C,|_ through them in June, 1915; p, 592, | Shreveport case; hearing on supplemental 
; p. 202. Saw-mill machinery; G. B. Merrill & Bro, |. complaint at New Orleans; p. 651. 
». Reconsignment; bran; S. F. Scattergood| -vs. Illinois Central et al.; see decisions | Shreveport case; another comer by 
4 & Co. vs. Erie & Western Transporta- -of I. C. C.; p. 1154. Louisiana commissioners; a: 
we Co. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; | Schurz, J. R.; objects to suggestions of | Sureveport case, supplement Louisiana 
517. W. A. Wimbish and S. F. Andrews; p. ilroad Commission vs. is 
y Reed, A. L.; correspondence with com- 263; communication on uniformity of | Southwestern, et al.; decisions of Ic. 
: 4 mission as ‘to effect of Cummins| decisions, p. 555. C.; p. 164. : 
5 amendment on express shipments; p. | Scrap car wheels; Frank Samuel vs. D. L. | Shreveport situations; p. 975. x 
I 3. & W. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. | Sims Thetus W.; candidate for U. 8. 
x Refund; none on basis of rate not effect- 942. Senate (Washington letter); p, 231. 
z ive when shipment moved (Legal | Seattle grain elevator; p. 303. Skipworth, V. D.; elected director of C. 
e Dept.); p. 773. Securities, railroad; legislation proposed;| & A.; editorial, p. 889; photo and bio- 
Refused see unclaimed freight; report of p. 1091, graphical sketch, p. 928. e 
. committee of N. I. T. 1055. Seymour, S. L.: assistant to F. T. M:, | Slag and other refuse; charges for trans- 
Regulation, state and federal discussed Pennslyvania Railroad Co.; p. 1228. portation and disposal of waste mate- oa 
3. by commissioner Clements; p. 955. Sheridan, E. J.: communication on rail- |. Tial at at Oo. and other cities; see ; 
's Regulation of rates, exclusive federal;| road control of private cars; p, 207, decisions of I > Dp. 63. 
editorial, p. : dlacusaion by Astrea Sherman law and ocean traffic: p. 974. ones. cars; BB songnt concerning destruc- 
3 x om, 7 scussion b A. erman law; violated i Readin Coal records; ‘Pp. F 
E Glasgow, Fri p. 792; editorial, : 789: | . case;: p, 135. 6 “3 Sleeping car tickets; Frank Reinert vs. = - 
; editorial, | i 837; address of | Clifford Sherwood, A: AW communication on atm Co.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 4 
orne ore Ce + my ; con- overcharge refund; p. 555. ‘ 
8 sidered at convention of N. A. R. C., p. | Shipbuilding, standard; by J. D. Has- Sidas-SheMeld pig iton case; supplemen- 
° - 1049; address of Governor Philipp, p.| hagen: p. 1178. yee complaint filed; p. = 
n 1161; editorial, p. 1193; President Wil- | Shipper and the New Jurisprudence; ad- soaps, Ot a ieee 
son’s message, pp. 1195, 1207; editorial,| dress by BE. J. McVann; p. 867. 8. F. et al.; 4 fourth Yap gr re oe 
e p. 1305. Shipper’s load and count: Louisiana State | . 71; see decisions of I. C. bec, | ' 
. Regulation of .water rates (Washington Rice Milling Co. vs. n't s Louisiana Soap to, Texas a eee bs 
4 er); D. . an exas R. R. ‘oO. et al.; see a ag 
i, Reparation; Supreme Court decision in| decisions of I. C. C.; 9. Sorghum and a seed; — 
a F, Jacoby & Co. vs. Pennsylvania |Shipper’s load and cgent; letter from s isi : ie cG.: 1003. 
: meee eit Oh be it ieee Teal it one league: 7B og eaten ct tens “se sam. date of 
af paration; repo adopte i a. pper’s rig of appeal /( al), p.- , 
rr Rei P. 1053. : as Bi remarks of John R. Walker, s attorney re 4 section order 3866 postponed ; 
z - Reparation; party. entitle © recover or. lumbermen, p. scussion by and 
- (Legal Dept.); p. 774. traffic league, p. 612; reference in Southeastern rates; fled by carriers and ; 
). speech of commissioner Clark, p. 656: rotested by shippers, pp. 1209, 1290, oe 
4 Reparation; supplemental complaint filed ditorial, 1; NLT L ar the 332. é 
9S Pe at ei eee 
on; should i n Ww closing é ecision 
" of testimony? (Washington letter); p. Shipping; ‘Suggestion ae: Comtene, See spilt deliveries: C. C. McCain's letter to. 
, shippers; p 
3; aren on. failure to. reconsign; Shipping; Ramer weter Voneeee: @ — act, war revenue; N. I. T. L. 
d ves Coal-Co. vs. $i eet et ‘ - opposes; p. 1053. boas 
now eed socmiana of 3 ¢ c C.; p. > ean me - ging Cao mer arm a 5° re 3 Jf 
"5 ration order limits cai enn- uis vs. C. ; see dec : 
sylvania R. R. Co. vs. Clark Bros,|°¢ORT HAUL, INCREASING EFFI-| qq, : p.2 . 
] Coal Mining Co.; ; see Supreme Court| CIENCY ON. Steam : ave Parts: Kenefick- Quis ey- [ 
: ecisions; p. 3 .| Russe onstr nm Co. vs 
. Reparation, —ag s fee in; see at- Detter eeekines ane ee a ai et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 
2. ORR oe .| Cargo’ handling methods and appli- | s,! ; 4 
Restitution mu freight presses on sie ances; p. 1071. Steamship lines; pro reaper % aioe og 
.f ments partly damaged (Legal Dept.); Chicago Terminal Co.; description of its eae oo Oe to have pe 
4 Responsibility of shipper in F. O. B. ns undérground operations; p. 587. mission name rates via C. & O.; pp. 
' ments destination (Legal Deptoe D- me secon on Michigan Central; 891, 
it ; 117 geartatyae plates; Western kfish Fe 
Revenue stamp; carrier’s agent affixing claim "prevention on the St. L. & 8S. F.;| Union vs. Aberdeen and Rockfish R. 










ig ay al.; see decisions of -I, 
stevens, George W.; President C. E.4 O.; 

celebrates dual anniversary; cy 
mere Frederick C. (Who’s ho); p 


5 
Stone and marbie; rates on stone 








7 to bill ef lading (Tegal Dept.); p. 40. 

- ‘Revenue stamp; carrier’s obligation to 
furnish (Legal Dept.); p. 
0 - Rice; import ahd Ee rates on 
ty seer rice; see decisions of I. C. 
Rice; oe State Rice Milling Co. 


Dp. 

claims, “O. 8S. & D.; and prevention; 
by M. Conner; p. $15. 

Coal; rae Cc. & O. pier at Newport 
News; p. 631. 

Dangerous articles; transportation’ on 

































































~ steam vessels carrying passengers; p. 
i. vs. Pa ix s Louisiana and Texas R. 676. a carloads, not polished, lettered 
a R. . 8. Co. et al; see decisions of | Electric stevedore; p. 79. or figured, from Chicago and Peoria to’ « 
me tan? 4 c: . 129. Forrest yard near Memphis; p. 923. Lo aul; see decisions of I. C. C.; p 
ic ‘Robinson, We traffic ae me? Oregon- —: wansporting Canada’s crop; p. : ies 
S Washington R R. and N gation Co.; Sto op-over service; communication by H. 
i, p.. 980. Handtin Bulky shipments; p. 633. Lindsay; p. 
D» Rock Island Inquiry; report of I. C. C.; — = a, Coen or to cut it out; | Stop-over Servied: communication by F. 
p. 484. Hunt; p. 217. . Howard; p. 207. 
t Rou - of puipmerts: a consignees thee po damage claims; paper by A. | Stopping of cars in transit to complete 
‘al (Conference ruling); p. L. Calkins; p. 590. loading or partially unload; see deat 
S =, a particular Janctitia (Legal Loss and damage prevention; by G. T. sions of L. C. C.; p. 568. 
2s ber, ee ‘497. Haywood; p. 923. Storage; see lighterage and storage regu- “ . 
n Routing idetvyetions disregarded; p. 1024. Loss and damage; Pennsylvania advice lations at New York; p. 247. # 
e, Rules; see Western og: Line rules; as to prevention; p. 1222. Storage; coal; Plymouth Coal Co. vs. 
d; decisions of I. C. C.; 167. Luce, G. W.; article on the successful Lehigh Valley; see decisions of IL C. — 
x Rules governing ciassineation of railway business getter; p. 304. C.; p. 608. ee 
employes and their compensation; p.| Motor trucks; as a means of cheapen- | Storage, free, of wood pulp; complaint " — 
le ; 2 ing rates; 1221. filed by division of American Paper and 
Rumney, Nathan; general express and| Nailing onbdan boxes: p. 217. <——o Association; p. 7 
e t agent Detroit United Lines; p,| Ore traffic on the Great Lakes; p. 1013. 






1336. , ane: puis ee i me 


Pack Trains vs. Railway; p. 21 
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oad eharges, accrui ee h_ rail- 
cms ec; liability t ag EY 
; y fo g 
= Devt): . 


and their publication 
(Legal I Dept. Ey: > 735. 


Storage in transit. of” dairy products; see 
dairy products; p. 460. 

Storage, track, charges; Milwaukee Pro- 
os By. bet Exchange vs. C. & N. 
a: ~ et al.; see decisions of I. C. 

Storage AOE on salt; see Cleveland 
Salt Co. vs. Pennsylvania et al. (de- 
cisions of I. C. C.); idtison 

masees, track, in a ition to demurrage 
(Legal Dept:); p. 

Storage, track; anted of N. I. T. L. at 
annual meeting; p. 1053. 

eas H.; a problem for the exporter; 


Straw; Alton Box Board and Paper Co. 
vs. Ills. Terminal R. R. Co. et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 244. 

Straw; rates from St. Louis and other 
points to Anderson, Ind., and Ray 
points; see decisions of I. C. ns 483. 

Sugar; sone S. Seymour vs. iorgan'e La. 

Tex. R. R. & 8. 8. Co. et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.» p. 514. 

Sugar; Federal Sugar Refining Co. vs. 

entral R. R. Co. of N. J. et al.; see 
deéisions of I. C. C.; p. 512. 


SUPREME COURT DECISIONS. 


= Co. taxation in S. Dakota; p. 
ow W. F. & Co. vs. Pennslyvania 
Co.; pp. 1036, 1048. ; 
Liquor, shipment of; U. S. Joe Free- 
man; Kentucky; pp. 1048, 1134. 
Mileage books (Campbell vs. Southern); 
see passenger fares; p. 1048. 

Mills, W. H., as surviving partner and 
liquidator of J. Mitchell Clark, 
William H. Millis and J. Armstrong 
Rawlins, copartners, trading under 
the firm name of Naylor & Co., plain- 
tiff in error, vs. Lehigh Valley Rail- 
road Co.; Buffalo, Rochester & Pitts- 
burgh Railway Co.; New York Central 
& Hudson River Railroad Co. et al.; 
ers fee in reparation case; p. 


Passenger fares; decision in S. Carolina 
Sine of Southern vs. Campbell; p. 


Pennslyvania R. R. Co., plaintiff in 
-error, vs. Clark ros, Coal Mining 
ye reparation or ler limits damages; 


P. 

Reading case; argument to have order 
in complaint of Allentown Portland 
Cement Co. set aside; p. 910. 

‘Reparation;. decision in case of W. F. 
Jacoby & Co. vs. Pennslyvania R. R. 
Co.; pp. 1036, 1048. 

Wells Fargo & Co. Express and the > 
S. Fidelity and Guaranty Co. vs, 


W. Ford, defendant in error; Mability . 


of express company; p. 29 


SUSPENDED TARIFFS. 


I. & 8. No. Date of 
545 July 
548 July 
549 July 
598 July 
601 July 
602 July 
603 July 

* 604 July 
606 July 
606 Sept. 
608 July 
609 July 
610 July 
611 July 
612 July 
613 July 
615 July 
616 July 
617 July 

’ July 
July 
July 
July 
Aug. 
Aug. 
Aug. 
Aug. 
Aug. 
Aug. 
Aug. 
Aug. 
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Date of Order, 
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Suspension proceedings; simplification of; 

p. 687; discussion by H. J. erat p. 
729; ‘memoranda for press, p. 

Switching; Pacific Coast switc ee case; 
decided by I. C. C.; p. 1338. 

Switching; Consumer’s Co. vs. C. & N 
Ww. Ry. Co. et al.; see decisions of x 
Cc. C.; p. 943. 

owe see Nashville switching case; 


905. 
switching charges at oo eee Ind. ; 


see decisions of IL. C. 

Switching charges at South Seaha: see 
divisions of I. C. C.; p. 849. 

Switching charges account excess weight 
(Legal Dept.); p. 914. 

Talbott, Henry; chief of the index divi- 
sion of I. C. C. (Who’s Who); p. 769. 

Talbot, John 8S.; commissioner for Asso- 
ciation of Lake Lines; p. 148. 

Tank cars; carriers not obligated to fur- 
nish them; see private cars. 

Tap line; + sega and Gulf ceases to be 
one; p. 

Tap line case; fetition of Sibley, Lake 
Bisteneau & Southern E- Co.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; FR 

_— oa divisions ( 1. Bee letter) ; 


Tap teas: see decision in case of Ladd & 

0. vs. Gould 8. W. et al; p. 846; ap- 
“peal of mileage rate order, pp. 939, 979. 

Tariffs; carrier not concurring n connec- 
tion’s tariffs not governed thereby 
(Legal Dept.); p. 1127. 

Tariffs; furnishing ae a with copies 
of (Legal Dept.); p. 

Tariffs; simplification a communication 
from H. D. McKnight; p. 627. 

Taxation, by states, of cars engaged in 
interstate commerce (Legal Dept.); p. 


Taylor, W. L.; address on Panama 
Canal and Merchant Marine; p. 951. 

Telephone and “a ioe report Of com- 
mittee of N. A. R. C.; 1050. 

Telephone; messages relating to. ship- 
ments (Conference ruling); 271... 

Terminal allowances and Phat see St 
Louis Terminal case; p. 161. 

Terminals; revort of committee of N. A. 
R. C.; p. 1050. e 


Texas increased rates; communications“ 


from E. C. Price; p. 77. 
Thom, Alfred P.; discusses exclusive fed- 
eral control of commerce: p. 761. 
Thorne, Clifford; address before the N. 
A. R. C. at San Francisco, p. 863; 
wise of function of Iowa commission: 


1 
. Through "rate higher than intermediates; 


unreported opinion; FJ 1042. 

Tile, drain, 2 Il _ points; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; 287. 

Townsend. J. Fred; President Pittsburgh 
Traffic Club; p. 558. 

Tracer; written request for, does 
constitute actual notice of claim Chen 
Dept.); p. 139. 

Traffic manager a segegene to business 
man (Editorial); ae 

Transcontinetal freight hee CBattonias) ; 


p. 509; intention of — 
ing Panama Canal, Bi: “caltorial rial, P. 


605; Washington ‘ates p. 
in Washington and ee York 
Washington letter, p. ri Ba ¥ :: 
Chicago, p. 693; iron Prot steel rates, 
PP. 722: 767, 806, 1034, 1196; I. C. C, 
enjoined by California court, p. 1319. 
Transit, lumber; Maley and Wertz et al. 
be N.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. 

Transit; corn; Van Dusen Harrington Co. 
vs. C. M. & St. P. et al.;- see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 432. 

Transit rates on logs; see logs; p. 236. 

——- rules on lumber; see lumber; p. 

2 

Trap car decision (Editorial); p. 157. 

Trap or we ae car service charges; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 193. 

Treasury deeision No. 35,708; objections 
to farwarding export ‘deciaration, p. 
1018; decision ke jong B: 1091; opera- 
tive date postponed, 217. 

Truck; Rg = =o pen Bek p. 815. 3 

industrial trucks in service of 


t.); p. 
cks, electric, for canal piers; p. 305, 





~_.0li oud ~~ ~~ aa ae foe 





Trucks, motor: Gemand | jn Honduras 


(Short Haul > Pp. 
Trunk line; deftrition ' of sass rie Dept.) ; 


p. 808. 
Trust laws and railroads; 1005. 
Tunnel; freight facilities of Chicago Tun- 
nel Co. (Short Haul Dept.); p. 587. 


Undercharges; right of consignee to col- 
lect from shipper (Legal Dept.); p. 497. 

Undercharges; no waiving of under- 
charges (Washington letter); p.. 231. 


exe td for inspection (Legal Dept.); 


p. . 

Uniform system of accounts; order is- 
sued by I. C. C. in regard to charging 
additions _ betterments to operating 
expenses; p. 492. 

Uniformity of decisions (Washington let- 
ter); p. 279. 

Uniformity of decisions; 
by J. R. Schurz; p. 555. 

Uniform system of accounts; commission 
changes rule concerning charging of 
additions and betterments as affecting 
electric railways; p. 504. 

U. 8S. Steel Corporation rebates; see re- 
bates; p. 1245. 


‘communication 


UNREPORTED OPINIONS. 


Case No. Opinion No. Page 
534 1. & S. 2140 ‘ 549 
538 I. &-8. 2133 414 
573 I. & 8S. 2130 : 257 
579 I. & S. » 2142 875 
585 1. & 8S. , 2179 918 
689 I. & 8. 2138 499 
590 I. & S. 2136 499 
611 I. & §S, 2102 257 

3544 2091 + 142 
3768 2187 972 
3813 2209 1067 
4105 2185 972 
4198 ' os 490 
4198 f o001 875 
5333 2135 499 
5539 2128 257 
5934 2143 91 
5982 2127 25 
6008 2195 973 
6014 . 2126 257 
6067 2089 43 
6069 2144 918 
6106 2087 43 
6145 2194 973 
6158 2195 973 
6254 2078 43 
6325 2199 1068 
6379 2200 1067 
6393 2192 973 
6462 ~2145 918 
6467 2221 1068 
6474 2184 o ~« Sia 
6675 2092 142 
6683 2093 206 
6749 2125 257 
6757 . 2083 86 
6790 2146 918 
6793 2069 43 
6837 2193 973 
6846 2086 43 
6898 2088 43 
6940 2186 972 
6966 2147 918 
6995 2070 43 
6998 2129 257 
~ 7011 2197 973 
7015 2095 206 
7021 2183 972 
7022 2222 1068 
7039 2084 43 
7046 2071 43 
7075 2072 43 
7094 2176 918 
7099 2148 972 
7104 2215 1068 
7112 2152 972 
7118 2239 1286 
7115 2206 1067 
7119 2227 1068 
7121 2073 43 
7126 2124 257 
7131 2226 1130 
7137 2123 257 
7141 2172 918 
7144 2122 267 
7148 2121 267 
7155 2118 257 
7158 2174 972 
7165 2229 194R 
7168 2120 257 
7174 2151 918 
7175 2175 972 
7182 2119 257 
7184 2178 918 
7202 2249 1286 
7205 2994 
7208 2207 1068 
7210 2117 257 
7213 


7216 2236 6 
wae ies 
7242 2173 972 
7243 2074 42 
7262 2101 142 
7266 2182 972 
7271 2075 43 
7273 2177 918 
7278 2080 43 
7279 2116 257 
7292 2115 257 
7293 2097 256 
7301 2081 43 
7310 2085 43 
7320 2171 972 
7321 2247 1286 
7322 2082 86 
7324 2120 257 
7325 2076 43 
7326 2170 972 
7333 2100 206 
7337 2114 257 
7338 2191 973 
7339 2113 257 
7346 2112 257 
7351 2090 142 
7358 2225 1068 
7360 2181 972 
7361 2098 142 
7366 2169 918 
7367 2111 257 
7376 2110 257 
7377 2189 973 
7383 2234 1130 
7400 2099 142 
7403 2235 1177 
7413 2168 972 
7418 2190 973 
7419 2077 43 
7435 2109 227 
7441 2150 918 
7442 2108 257 
7443 2107 257 
7448 2224 1130 
7449 2167 972 
7455 2216 1068 
7458 2246 1329 
7460 2131 414 
7467 2106 257 
7471 2217, 1068 
7478 2105 257 
748% 2104 4257 
7512 2103 257 
7514 2248 1286 
THAT 2165 918 
749 2096 256 
TARR 2218 1068 
7557 2240 1286 
TAS 2162 918 
7565 2163 972 
T7577 2161 918 
7585 2241 1286 
7603 2198 : 973 
7613 2242 1286 
7615 2243 1229 

7639 2159 918 
7640 2244 1286 

7641 2180 972 

7672 2219 1068 

7673 2180 972 

TRON 2207 +S 972 

7892 2205 1068 

7701 2188 973. 
776% 2158 918 

7712 2204 1067 

TTAT 2927 1216 

7765 2238 . 1177 

7770 2184 972 

7775 2155 918 

777# 2203 1067 

7782 2153 972 

TTR4 2202 ~ 1067 

7789 2124 499 

7795 2149 972 

7219 2196 972 

7980 2245 - 1286 

8838 2132 414 


Utermark, A. L.: communication on off- 
set to railroad loss: p. 301. 


Valonia; see Mangrove: p, 433. 

Value; at time and nlace of shipment 
(Legal Dent.); p.. 873. 

Value. @ time and nlace of shipment 
(Tegal Dept.): p. 1010. 

Value declaration of: construction of 
express classification rule 
Devt.): p. 216. 

Value cf commodity hidden, from view 
(Legal Dept.): p. 215. 

Valuation; order concerning corporate 
bistoryv: p 546. 

Valuation of live stock; see live stock: 
rp, 528, 

Valnatien: anSwers of carriers ta com- 
miesion’s auestions: p. 571: hearing 
before the commission, np. 796. 753. 756: 
address of commissioner Clements to 
N. A. R. €.. np. 955: real estate ex- 
changes want the work, p. 995; report 
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Wagon felloes; Florence W Works 
ae’ oO. & Get al.; see eel 

‘Walter, Luther M. (Who's week Pp. ae 

War; New Jersey Zinc Co. v. . GR, + a 
, ap J.; see decisions of I . <. C.; De 
4 


War and freight rates; p. $40. Bape 

War tax Ho gia crmetitutes AF ne oad 3 
ment under (Legal Dept.); Ue oe ae 

Warm storage for perishable Freight: oa 
carrier as warehouseman not oe 
to provide (Legal Dept.); p. 11 


Warrior River Improvement; p. . ri 
Wasting ae omg ee Pp. 54; ae 
aris Pie. 2S: Se ee 
am a : 
tariff filed, p. 261; editorial Pp. cf ee 


state commissions taking evidence, 
791; rates not being collected. p. 8 
protests in W. Virginia; p. 1322. 
War borne game: paper by F. ae 
ndrews; p. 

Water line; through routes with: Port — 
Huron and Duluth Steamship Co. vs. 
Pennslyvania et al.; see decisions of 
I. C. C.; p. 512. rt 

Water rates; department of agriculture 
praises order of sy Pp. 586. 

Waterways movement; by Hampton os 

Welehing, report. of N. I, T. L. commit ? 
e ng; report o T. - 7 
ar “? earload rules and L. C. L. rules; 

1123. 

Weighing: report of traffic league com- 
mittee; 660. 

Welland ship canal; p. 636. a 

Western advanced rate case, No. 2; 


1092. Be 
argument; p. accuse ¥ 


Western ‘Advanced Rate 
closed; p. 23. soa 
Western Advanced Rate case;. editorial, — Peet, 


: fight of the shippers. p. 7; edi- 
torial, D. 818; decision of I. C. C., p. 
320; ‘editorial, pp. 429, 645, 685, 993; 
petition of carriers for rehearing, pp. — 
649, 688, 725; vetition of coal operators, 
pp. 650, 688, 725; petition of coal opera- 

tors denied, p. 767; order modified, p. 
96: petition for rehearing denied and ; 
live stéck and packing house produ 
inquiry ordered, p. 996. oa 

Western classification comm docket 
pp. 290, 500. 550, 671, 738, 777, $11, 974. 
1068, 1131, 1287, 1330, : 

Western nger fares; editorial, pp. 
1241, tsa: aeaee of I. C. C.; p. 1261. 

Western passenger case argument; pp. 
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